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PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN ACTIVITIES OF 1972 
RESPONSIVENESS PROGRAM 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 31, 1974 

U. S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington , D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 5 :10 p.m., in room 
1418, Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Present : James Hamilton, assistant chief counsel ; Donald G. San- 
ders, deputy minority counsel; and Gordon Freedman, research 
assistant. 

Mr. Hamilton. The subject is the “Responsiveness Program.” 

I will start off by giving you a memorandum that Fred Malek sent 
you on March 17, 1972. You can disregard the tab here, which is just 
for my purpose, and I will let you look at this. I will happily say for 
the record, that I am not the source of that newspaper story. 

INTERVIEW WITH H. R. HALDEMAN, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK H. 

STRICKLER, COUNSEL 

Mr. Haldeman. That is what you all say. 

Mr. Hamilton. I realize that. 

Mr. Haldeman. Do you want me to read this whole thing? 

Mr. Hamilton. I assume you have read it before. 

Mr. Haldeman. I have seen the general subject, and I am sure — is 
this my writing ? 

Mr. Hamilton. That is what I was going to ask you. 

Mr. Haldeman. It doesn’t look like it. It looks like — it needs strategy 
for this. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to make sure that we identify this as a memo- 
randum for Mr. Haldeman from Mr. Malek on March 17, 1972.* What 
is your recollection as to how this Responsiveness Program was ini- 
tiated, and how did it come into being ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure. I just don’t know. I don’t know 
whether this initiated it or whether this arose out of conversations 
that started at some other point, or whether it came out of a staff dis- 
cussion, I am not sure. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek has told us in interviews that you made 
a request that he develop some type of plan to make the various depart- 
ments more responsive- 

Mr. Strickler. Is this responsive to the voting public; is this the 
shorthand phrase we are using? Responsive to whom? 


*See Malek exhibit No. 4, p. 8311. 
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Mr. Freedman. Responsiveness program. 

Mr. Strickler. Let me read from page 1. It says: “This paper out- 
lines a suggested program to improve executive branch responsive- 
ness to the voting public.” And my question is, when you say “Respon- 
siveness Program,” is it a shorthand description of that sentence I 
just read? 

Mr. Hamilton. Actually, I think a more correct description, judg- 
ing on the various interviews we have had, and looking at all the docu- 
ments we have got as a whole, is that the purpose of this program, 
as I understand it, and also as the memorandums reflect, was to make 
the departments more responsive to the President’s reelection needs ; 
that is, what could be done to get the departments acting in such a 
fashion as to aid the President’s reelection campaign. 

Mr. Strickler. With that definition, we will use that definition 
rather than the one stated in this memorandum for the rest of this 
interrogation. Do you understand ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. I am not able to pinpoint a point of initiation. 
This is the kind of thing that is discussed all the time — not all the 
time, but I mean discussed frequently ; it comes up from time to time. 
And as you approach a reelection period, it is a question of some degree 
of sensitivity in terms of departmental actions that would be avoiding 
actions that are going to create unnecessary adverse public reaction or 
unnecessarily adverse reaction among a segment of the public, and 
on the converse actions that could be well received by the public or a 
segment of the public. And I don’t know what the instant cause of this 
particularly was. If Fred savs that I asked him to prepare a memo- 
randum — and this would indicate from his cover memo that I prob- 
ably did — I wouldn’t question that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was the President interested in a program of this 
sort ? Had he communicated to you an interest of this nature ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t know, in terms of a program. But obviously, 
he was interested, as everybody was, in a general sense, in this point 
that I was describing, the sensitivity, as we approach a political period, 
he was concerned about it all the time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Can you recall any specific conversation with the 
President where he expressed a concern like this, let’s say, in 1971 ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Not a specific conversation, no. 

Mr. Hamilton. Or gave you any instructions as to developing a pro- 
gram like this ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No, I can’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. As to your instructions to Malek, I would like to 
show you a memorandum from him to you of November 11, 1971. And 
the first sentence says: “You have asked that I undertake a study of 
White House staff needs and organization in support of the campaign, 
and if agreeable to the Attorney General, to simultaneously assist in 
developing the organization structure for the campaign.” This is his 
syntax ; it is not mine. So I take it from this memorandum that at least 
you had asked him to begin some type of organization effort. 

Mr. Haldeman. This is staff needs, though. And as he describes it 
here, the division of responsibilities, how things are to be worked out, 
the coordination between White House and campaign staff, which 
would be different, I think, than what you are talking about there. 
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Mr. Hamilton. It may very well be. But I just show you this to indi- 
cate that you were talking to him about campaign matters. 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. He headed the White House personnel office ; 
I think that was his function at that time. And we used him as an 
organization guide to look at structure and administrative procedure, 
and so forth. And I think that is what this is. What is the difference in 
timing in March of 1972 and November of 1971 ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Here is another memorandum* that I don’t have a 
date on, but I am assuming, just because of the existence of other 
memos, that it probably was in 1971. But it should be clear, that that is 
my assumption. And it was prepared by Malek. And I believe it was 
sent to you. Is this your writing on the bottom here ? 

Mr. Haldeman. It looks like it. I think it probably— probably all of 
this looks like my writing. 

Mr. Hamilton. You referred in shorthand here to “E” and “S.” And 
I know who “E” is, but who is “S” ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Shultz. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would it be Shultz? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why do you say it would be Shultz ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Because at this point, Shultz was Director of OMB, 
I believe. And so anything that involved organizational structure 
through departments, and so forth, was viewed by Shultz as being the 
end part of the OMB domain. And the point here was that there 
needed to be an understanding and agreement on the part of Ehrlich- 
man who dealt with the domestic departments, and Shultz for the 
White House, and Shultz who dealt with the domestic departments for 
OMB, and from a management viewpoint, making the point that they 
fully understand and agree to this. Ehrlichman, specially, is the key 
to dealing with the departments, in terms of his suggestions at a 
Cabinet meeting briefing to do this. And I am saying to do it by 
departments. 

Mr. Hamilton. Which, incidentally, is the way it was done. 

Mr. Haldeman. Is it? OK. One of the things here would be also 
that Malek was always sensitive to his lack of stroke, as he put it, or 
stature, or however you want to phrase it, and whether his going in to 
do something, or talking to people, would carry sufficient weight. And 
my point here was — this is why I say, do it by department, you, S, and 
E, making the point that if he has Shultz and Ehrlichman with him 
in understanding what he is doing here, that he is going to accomplish 
what he was trying to accomplish by having a Cabinet meeting, which 
would have provided that same sort of stroke, as he put it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever have any conversations with Ehrlich- 
man and Shultz about the Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Haldeman. Is that what this is about ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes ; if you will look at the subheading here, it says, 
“The departmental responsiveness.” 

Mr. Haldeman. There were a lot of things he was doing, of which 
this is one part. 

Mr. Hamilton. This is one part. And it runs over. And it has a 
comment here which says : “Get Cole involved.” And a couple of pages 
later it comes up again, and he suggests 

*See Malek exhibit No. 3, p. 8305. 
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Mr. Haldeman. Talking about riding herd on OMB’s effort to 
followup on implications. That is why he would be Shultz. That con- 
firms it again. 

Mr. Hamilton. That is who I thought it was, frankly, but I wasn’t 
sure. And this is your writing here too on page 4 of the memorandum ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes; that is the kind of Haldeman comment that 
drove people up the wall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Just to refresh your recollection, there were several 
memorandums that preceded this memorandum that was sent to you 
on March 17. And here is one memorandum that was sent to you on 
December 23, 1971, which deals with 

Mr. Haldeman. You are raising a buffer leader. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why am I doing that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Because the general counsel uses “memoranda” as 
the singular form, and you just restricted yourself and changed it to 
“memorandum.” Dash also refers to “this memoranda.” 

Mr. Hamilton. I have noticed that the spelling of the GPO plural 
for “memorandum” is “memorandums,” which is the Government way 
of doing it. 

Mr. Haldeman. I could make a crack about that, but I won’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you recall receiving this memorandum ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I have a general recollection of this. I can’t specifi- 
cally identify having read the memorandum. And the notations on it 
are not mine, that isn’t my writing. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you another one that was not addressed 
to vou, but was written by your cousin, William Horton, I understand. 

Mr. Haldeman. He is my wife’s cousin. 

Mr. Hamilton. A piece of information that I am sure is 
irrelevant 

Mr. Haldeman. I can assure you of its irrelevance. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever see this particular memorandum ? It 
was not addressed to you. It was prepared by Horton. 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t think so. The procedure, as I understood it — 
I don’t recall ever seeing a memorandum from Horton. And that one 
doesn’t look familiar. The procedure in Malek’s office — he used Horton 
as a memorandum drafter. And I think what he did — I never saw the 
Horton part, but I had always suspected that because of the syntax 
that many of Malek’s memorandums were written bv Horton and 
slightly rewritten by Malek and retyped over his signature. And this 
would look like a background paper that Horton has done for Malek. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, it is similar in tone and scope to this March 17 
memorandum that he sent to you which was also a Horton draft, 
i;' Mr. Haldeman. That may be the Malek redraft of this Horton 
nronosal. 

. Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask you about this March 17 document. This 
does embodv. as we understand it, the final plan for the Responsiveness 
Program that was put into action. Who signed off on this ? Who gave 
approval for this ? 

, Mr. Haldeman. I don’t know that it was signed off on. I have a feel- 
ing mavbe it was just — it is strange, because usually, in something like 
this, there is a signoff indication of some kind, which there isn’t, and 
there doesn’t appear to be, on this at all. I have a feeling that it may 
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have just been put into motion without any formal signoff on it, or 
review of it, or perhaps with some modification. I am sure there were 
some modifications. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe it is fair to say that Malek has told us that 
you approved it, you, or at least the person immediately above him, 
approved it. Does that comport with your recollection ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t recall any formal approval. The thing that 
puzzles me is that normally something like this I would have marked 
up substantially. And it would have had revisions on it, although that 
is so voluminous that it is also possible that I just said “OK,” and let 
it go. 

Mr. Hamilton. Also you had had earlier drafts, in other words, two 
earlier memos had come to you. 

Mr. Haldeman. They were different. 

Mr. Hamilton. Somewhat different, but they were about the Respon- 
siveness Program. The memorandum with a lot of your writing that 
was undated has several items. And the December 23, 1971, memoran- 
dum has got about two pages on it, two or three pages on it. But I don’t 
want to put words in your mouth, that is just a suggestion as to why 
there is no writing on there. Also, I am not sure that it is clear that we 
have the copy that went to you. And there were, I believe, five copies. 

Mr. Haldeman. As I say, I don’t have a recollection of signing off. 
I don’t recall there being any Cabinet meeting or formal launching of 
this kind of activity, although that is called for in here. 

Mr. Hamilton. There was certainly no public launching, because, if 
you look at the last two pages, secrecy was a prime part of the program. 

Mr. Haldeman. It was not thought of as a publicly announced ac- 
tivity, but there was a recommendation that there be a Cabinet meeting. 

Mr. Hamilton. And you said to do it individually ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I did in an earlier one, but apparently he stayed 
with the Cabinet meeting concept anyway, because if this is a followup 
to the other, this still calls for a Cabinet meeting. I don’t think there 
was one. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think the facts we developed are that there was not, 
and that Malek and other people — Anderson — made contact with vari- 
ous Cabinet members. 

Mr. Haldeman. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it that you don’t remember any specific ap- 
proval or disapproval. 

Mr. Haldeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember discussing it with the President ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it the type of thing you would have discussed with 
the President ? 

Mr. Haldeman. It could be either way. It isn’t one that would have 
had to be discussed with the President. It isn’t something that I would 
have felt had to be taken to him for decision, because it is an internal- 
operating-procedure sort of a thing. 

Mr. Hamilton. But it was identified. And it stretched throughout 
the executive branch. So it was a matter of some importance. 

Mr. Haldeman. But it was a structural implementation for com- 
munication and that sort of thing rather than the substantive thing 
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basically. I don’t recall going over the plans with the President. And 
the likelihood is that Malek was working out a program, or was going 
to be working on the business, as that is called, of departmental re- 
sponsiveness, and that the normal thing would be simply to tell him 
that, and he would say, fine. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it, then, your testimony is that he approved 
the general idea, or that you would assume that he approved the gen- 
eral idea ; is that fair to say ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not saying that he did, because I don’t recall 
discussing it with him, so I can’t say that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would it be your testimony, then, that as to the 
specifics of this plan, as contained in this memo, you don’t recall dis- 
cussing that with him? 

Mr. Haldeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hamilton. So you don’t know or you don’t remember if he 
specifically approved the plan as set out here ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. And beyond that, I would say that would not be 
the normal procedure, that I would discuss the specifics of the plan 
with him. The more likely thing would be sort of a blanket descrip- 
tion that something of this sort was being done, and giving him that 
information and letting it go at that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you give him a copy of this memorandum ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Very unlikely. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you give him a summary of this memo- 
randum ? 

Mr. Haldeman. A written summary? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Haldeman. Unlikely. 

Mr. Hamilton. You would probably just tell him about it? 

Mr. Haldeman. Most of my communication with the President was 
verbal. I didn’t do much — I never wrote memorandums to the Presi- 
dent, or virtually never. And I generally covered things with him by 
word of mouth. 

Mr. Hamilton. You said that this program was more a program 
for implementation than it was substantive. The way I read this docu- 
ment — I suppose one can read it in his own way, but it seems to me 
very clear that one thing Malek was talking about here was rechan- 
neling or redirecting grants to areas that would be politically desir- 
able : in other words, if you needed — as just an example — if you needed 
Spanish- American votes in California, you would put a lot of grant 
money into the Spanish- American community. Did you ever have dis- 
cussions with Malek on that topic? 

Mr. Haldeman. Like where? 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me see if I can show you. Right here in this sec- 
tion. “Present efforts to tap only a fraction of the total potential.” 
And you get over here, and they start talking about what Gifford has 
done, and it says : 

The Department of Commerce provides a good example, to date Gifford has 
made some 39 requests. Most of these involved expediting the normal grant-review 
process and securing the release of information. Approximately a dozen of those 
requests resulted in favorable grant decisions which otherwise would not have 
been made involving roughly $1 million. Politically, these actions have been made 
beneficial. 
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And then down here he talks about, I believe it is, $1.4 billion in 
Commerce, and then he says : 

Even if only 5 percent of this amount can be rechanneled to impact more 
directly on targeted groups or geographical areas, it would be a substantial 
increase over the current efforts. 

Mr. Haldeman. It is a question of focus and sensitivity in the proce- 
dure in going at those things, I think, not so much a question of policy 
or substance. 

Mr. Strickler. You certainly wouldn’t maintain this was any devia- 
tion from the history of our country in the way grants are made, 
would you? 

Mr. Hamilton. I am not going to testify on the record my view of 
that. 

Mr. Haldeman. But you might find somebody who would advocate 
that point of view. 

Mr. Strickler. That is my point. This long-growing bit has been 
with us from the inception of our democracy. Indeed, in my judgment, 
we are hearing part of it. As Lincoln Steffan said, “It is a necessary 
evil.” 

Mr. Hamilton. My question is, did you specifically discuss with Mr. 
Malek the conception of rechanneling grants for political impact ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I am not sure that I did, because I don’t understand 
the grant thing. Mr. Bill Gifford was the grants man, and I am sure 
that Malek and Gifford talked about that. And there is one of the items 
in the sensitivity area. Being attuned to the political realities, was an 
area that I don’t — if I discussed it with Malek, it would have been in 
terms of his talking to Gifford or Shultz, who Gifford worked for, with 
regard to that particular area of responsiveness. 

Mr. Hamilton. A little bit further over, they talk about the types of 
actions that the Responsiveness Program would affect. And they refer 
first of all to positive decisions, project grants, contracts, loans, sub- 
sidies, and procurement of construction projects. And then they talk 
about negative actions, or the memorandum talks about negative ac- 
tions, which are defined as taking legal or regulatory action against a 
group for a governmental body, major cutbacks in programs, and re- 
location of the department operations. Did you specifically discuss with 
Malek that part of the Responsiveness Program that would be affecting 
the taking of a legal or regulatory action ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t recall discussing with him any of these 
points. I have a feeling that most of this was in terms of saying, “Work 
up a plan on this,” and my getting this, or something like it, and say- 
ing, “Go ahead.” I don’t think Fred and I had any detailed discussions 
about the specifics that were involved here. The point was to try to de- 
velop an awareness throughout the Government of some of these 
factors. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you another document, which is dated 
June 7, 1972.* It is from Malek to you. And it is on the Responsiveness 
Program. It is a progress report on the Responsiveness Program. 

Mr. Haldeman. That is just the one Malek has characterized as puf- 
fery to keep Haldeman happy. 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes, it is characterized as puffery. 

Mr. Haldeman. One of the things — I don’t know whether it is in- 
cluded in here — was the continuing problem of bureaucracy respon- 

*See Malek exhibit No. 16, p. 8380. 
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siveness, where decisions are made at the top, and get diverted on a 
highly political basis at a lower level to a direction other than the pol- 
icy of the department would have indicated. And I don’t know whether 
that is covered in here. But it is some of what he is talking about, the 
thing of getting down into the depths. OK, I have taken a general look 
at this. 

Mr. Hamilton’. Do you remember discussing this document with 
Malek? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember registering any approval or dis- 
approval in any way as to what he was doing ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. It is the kind of thing that normally I would 
write “good work” on and “keep it up,” or something of that sort, and 
send it back to him. 

Mr. Hamilton. But you don’t remember doing that. Do you remem- 
ber your reaction to it ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you discuss it with the President, do you re- 
member that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t have any recollection of doing so. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember giving the documents to the Presi- 
dent as an example of what Malek was doing ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would it be the type of thing you would have dis- 
cussed with the President ? 

Mr. Haldeman. It is possible. It all depends. If the question comes 
up, I have the knowledge. If he says. “Is there anything happening on 
this,” I can say, “Yes, as a matter of fact, Malek sent in a report, and 
they are doing a good job.” If the question never arises, I probably 
would never raise the point from my side. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it the type of document you would have shown 
to f he President? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t think so. I would say it was highly unlikely. 
I can’t recall showing the President any kind of document of this sort. 

Mr. Hamilton. There are a couple of specifics in there, one involv- 
ing labor-management matters at the Labor Department, altering the 
course of a labor investigation. And there is another specific in there 
where Malek takes the blame for altering the course of an EEOC 
decision. Do you remember — let me show you those directly. Here is 
one such statement. 

Mr. Haldeman. That doesn’t say it has altered anything. That is a 
matter where someone makes a plea for reconsideration, and the plea 
is relayed, and the consideration is given, with a favorable result. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think the record should show that my character- 
ization of what the document shows is only that, a characterization. 
But it also should show that right now we are looking at the two 
entries in this memorandum that relate to Local 454. 

Mr. Haldeman. In any of these cases there is nothing to indicate, 
and I have no reason to believe that these are not actions — there is 
nothing to indicate that this changes an initial or an earlier action 
or an earlier course. It only indicates that something that was desired 
by somebody was accomplished. The fact that someone desires some- 
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thing does not make it contrary to what would have happened anyway 
or should have happened anyway, 

Mr. Hamilton. But this is a progress report for the Responsiveness 
Program, and they are taking credit for doing those things. So I think 
it is a fair implication. 

Mr. Haldeman. Sure. But in the same way that a Congressman’s 
office, when someone calls on the Congressman from his district and 
says, “I would sure like to have such and such done,” and the Congress- 
man gets this done, and then he writes back to the constituent and says, 
“I have accomplished the following for you,” and the Congressman 
may not have done a thing about it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Before we discuss that, let me show you the language 
used, and see what he says here. And there is an earlier statement on 
this too, which is right here, which has a little different import, I think 
it is fair to say. 

Mr. Haldeman. Perhaps. But you don’t know, without knowing the 
merits of the thing. Senator Tower called us quite regularly about the 
concern about busing problems down there. 

Mr. Hamilton. My question is, Did you ever have a discussion with 
Mr. Malek about the possible implication of a criminal statute that 
makes it illegal to corruptly influence an administrative decision? 
Did you ever discuss whether some of the activities of a responsiveness 
program would come under the provisions of that statute? 

Mr. Haldeman. I recall no such thought or discussion. 

Mr. Hamilton. If you want the citation 

Mr. Strickler. I don’t want the citation. 

Mr. Hamilton. But there was no discussion of any type ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Not that I recall. Nothing contemplated in terms 
of something of that sort at all. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever have any discussion with Mr. Malek 
at all, in either a general or a specific way, as to whether it was im- 
proper to take political factors into consideration in a grant-making 
process? For example, there is an indication in here that a grant from 
the Labor Department for a migrant worker program was switched 
because of pressure from Senator Tower and the White House. And I 
take it that the governing statutes and regulations of the Labor De- 
partment do not set out a standard that allows awarding a grant for 
political considerations. Did you ever have any discussion with Mr. 
Malek as to whether or not he should really be attempting to influence 
the grant-making process? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. As I said, I don’t recall discussing the grant 
part of this with him at all, that is an area I am not familiar with. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you discuss it with anybody? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. sir. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you discuss with Gifford whether or not there 
was any impropriety in taking steps like that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No, I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever see a second progress report? We 
know that there was at least one that was sent to you oy Dan Kingsley. 
Do you remember seeing that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. You of course know who Dan Kingsley is? 
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Mr. Haldeman. I know who he is. 

Mr. Hamilton. And it is my information that he took over the 
responsibility for the Responsiveness Program. 

Mr. Haldeman. When Malek went over to the committee. 

Mr. Hamilton. Which was around a little bit after the first of July. 
You don’t recall seeing that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Beside the specifics that are listed here in this 
progress report, do you remember any other specifics that Malek 
claimed or Kingsley claimed were the result of the Responsiveness 
Program ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t remember these specifics, and I have just 
looked at them. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. Just to see if I can jog your memory, did anybody 
ever talk to you about the fact that the responsiveness operatives were 
influencing the awarding of architectural and engineering contracts? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. I have no recollection of that. Is that supposed 
to be in the Kingsley report ? The truthful answer is, I don’t know if 
it is in there or not. It may have been. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know why the Responsiveness Program was 
brought to an end ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t know that it was brought to an end. 

Mr. Hamilton. You didn’t know that it was brought to an end ? 

Mr. Haldeman. You mean prior to the election ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Prior to the election. Did Kingsley ever communi- 
cate with you in, say, September or October of 1972, that the program 
was being canceled ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Strickler. Is that a fact, Jim ? 

Mr. Hamilton. It is a fact that it was canceled. 

Mr. Haldeman. You mean they stopped any effort in this regard ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. Did Malek ever say to you that he had gotten 
cold feet because of a memorandum written to him by Frank Her- 
ringer ? Do you remember that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. That doesn’t ring any bell, no. 

Mr. Hamilton. Or did he say to you that he was calling the program 
off because the Watergate burglary had become public knowledge, and 
it was dangerous to have something like this in operation ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I sure don’t recall either of those. 

Mr. Hamilton. Can you recall his telling you that all the documents 
on the Responsiveness Program had been gathered up and burned ? Do 
you recall Kingsley telling you that ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. And I take it from what you say, you don’t recall 
giving any type of instruction to kill the project either on Malek’s sug- 
gestion or anybody else’s suggestion ? 

Mr. Haldeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hamilton. And I take it that you don’t recall informing the 
President that the program had been killed for one reason or other. 

Mr. Haldeman. That is correct. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Are there any other facts or specifics as to the Ke- 
sponsiveness Program that I haven’t asked you about that you can 
recall, any conversations you had with anybody, or any facts you know 
about its implementation, any facts at all? 

Mr. Haldeman. I don’t think so, nothing that comes to mind. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think my last question would be, did you consider 
this thing a serious program ? Were you serious about developing some 
type of scheme by which departmental responsiveness can be affected ? 
And was the President serious about doing something of this nature ? 

Mr. Haldeman. I can’t characterize the President’s attitude. I was 
serious about it in the sense of trying to bring some awareness and 
sensitivity into the departmental views, and so forth, yes. And not 
just I; I think that all the people concerned were, including Cabinet 
officers and other officials through the departments and through the 
White House. 

Mr. Strickler. You say that now without embracing the contents 
of each of these, memos ? 

Mr. Haldeman. That is correct. I am talking about the general 
concept. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you recall if you ever sought legal advice on 
this program or instructed Malek to seek any legal advice ? 

Mr. Haldeman. No; I don’t recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. So there was no perception that anything that was 
going on here was either illegal in a criminal sense or was violative 
of governing statutes and regulations that would control specific 
programs ? 

Mr. Haldeman. Not in my line, certainly; no. 

Mr. Hamilton. That is all. 

[Whereupon, at 5 :25 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington, D.C. 

[The following testimony of Mr. Ehrlichman on the Responsiveness 
Program is a continuation of the executive session hearing of February 
8. 1974. appearing in book 16.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Mv subject is called the “Responsiveness Program.” 
•Tust to refresh your recollection, if you don’t recall it right offhand, 
it was, according to the testimonv we have received, devised largely 
by Fred Malek; the purpose of it, we understand, was to make the 
departments responsive to the reelection needs of the President. I 
would just like to ask you in general, first, what you knew about it. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN J. 

WILSON, COUNSEL 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I am not sure I knew much about the 
formal apparatus, if there was one, or even a formal plan. I knew 
about a general itch to bring about more political responsiveness on 
the part of the departments than was demonstrated and I knew that 
everybody across the board, the OMB and the departments and every - 
bodv. were making an effort to be more political in their approach 
to things. But this long memo that I understand exists, and all this, 
I am not sure that I ever saw or was specifically aware of. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now the memo you are talking about 

Mr. Ehrlichman. That was some kind of a plan or sort of a business- 
school approach to politics. 

Mr. Hamilton. From Mr. Malek to Haldeman? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. You never saw 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I have been told about it. I am not sure that I 
ever saw it. I don’t recall ever seeing it. 

Mr. Wilson. What is the date ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever see this particular memorandum that 
went, to Ken Cole? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. December 23, 1971. 

Mr. Wit, son. I am not asking about that. 

Mr. Hamilton. March 17. 1972. is the one he’s asking about. 

Mr. Wilson. This is now Malek to Cole. 

Mr. Ehrltchman. No, not the document itself. No — now wait a 
minute. Bet me look at this backup thing. 

Mr. Hamilton. This document deals with other things besides the 
Responsiveness Program. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 
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Mr. Hamilton. I think there are several other factors covered. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. The reason that I want to look at it is because 
this key issues thing is something that I was interested in and that we 
did work on. Great little organization. You know, they seem to staple 
every other one upside down. These Malek things were a dime a dozen 
and I don’t think I spent an awful lot of time reading them. No, I 
am not sure I saw this. Oh, now, wait a minute, what is this thing ? I 
can’t tell you. I wouldn’t want to tell you I hadn’t seen it. I don’t 
have any real, clear, present recollection of having seen it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember talking with Malek about this 
Responsiveness Program ? 

Mr. Erlichman. Not specifically, no. I can recall talking to Cole 
about, I think. 

Mr. H amilton. What was the nature of your discussion with Cole ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I think he had been to a meeting or he had 
been to a series of meetings and he came back and then he conducted 
a personal meeting with a lot of the Cabinet officers and maybe he did 
it with Malek, I don’t know. Or they went around to the various offices 
and talked to the Cabinet officers. 

Mr. Hamilton. Cole was involved in that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he do that with your approval ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes, yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. You don’t remember any specific meeting that you 
had with Malek yourself ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t offhand ; it could have been, but I don’t 
remember. 

Mr. Hamilton. We have got a memorandum here that is dated 
February 16 from Malek to Mitchell and Haldeman,* and the subject 
of it is — I will show you this memorandum. It is, “a meeting to discuss 
my role and ” 

Mr. Ehrlichman. There’s several of those, I think. 

Mr. Hamilton. And the meeting was with, not only Mitchell and 
Haldeman, but you and George Shultz. The memorandum indicates 
that the meeting would be the afternoon of February 16, and it also 
indicates that the Responsiveness Program would be discussed. I might 
say we have another memorandum that I showed Mr. Haldeman last 
time that is undated but has his handwriting where the Responsiveness 
Program is discussed and Haldeman makes some handwritten notes 
indicating that he should talk to you and Shultz before he makes any 
recommendations. I would be happy to let you see these two documents. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes, I would be interested in seeing these 
documents. 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. This one is not particularly illuminating, but 
that one may be. 

Mr. Wilson. Is that the one from Mitchell to Haldeman ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes ; of February of 1972. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, this was when he was going to go over to 
the campaign? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes ; that’s right. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, I don’t think I saw all this script. 

Mr. Hamilton. No. I am sure you didn’t see the — I am not sure. 
Obviously, I don’t know if you did or not. 


♦See Malek exhibit No. 2, p. 8297. 
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Mr. Ehrlichman. There was a meeting at some time to explain to 
us Malek’s role in the campaign and I don’t recall when it was and it 
wasn’t a particularly significant meeting as far as I was concerned. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was Mr. Shultz there ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t think so, but he may have been. 

Mr. Hamilton. And Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Haldeman? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I think it was just Haldeman and Malek. 

Mr. Hamilton. And you? 

Mr. Erlichman. And me and maybe Cole, I’m not sure. 

Mr. Hamilton. At that meeting, do you remember discussing the 
Responsiveness Program or departmental responsiveness? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Rot as such, no. I never thought of it as a pro- 
gram really in those kinds of stylized terms. I was aware of a desire 
on the President’s part that there be more political thought given to 
decisions than was being given in the departments and every once in 
a while something would be said at a Cabinet meeting to sort of sensi- 
tize people to this desire on the President’s part because you are getting 
an awful lot of really dumb things being done out in the departments 
that were downing to everybody’s political disadvantage and they 
were just not bright in the political context. 

Mr. Hamilton. How were you aware of this desire on the Presi- 
dent’s part? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, he would say so. 

Mr. Hamilton. He would say so to you? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sure. 

Mr. Hamilton. And do you remember any specific statement that 
he made? 

Mr. Erlichman. No, not anything specific. It would just come up on 
a case-by-case basis and he would react on the news summary and he 
would say, “How in the world could a guy do a thing like this?” and 
how he would react on day-by-day life. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you say that was a major concern of the 
President ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. It was a continuing, not major in comparison to 
the conditions of the times, but he paid attention to executive man- 
agement and that was one of the elements of executive management. 

Mr. Hamilton. Could you estimate how many times you heard the 
President have a conversation like that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, I couldn’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would it be 10 or 20 or 50? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Over a period of 5 years it would be something 
like 20 probably. But it wouldn’t be — I will now deliver myself of a 
major pronouncement survey, but “Did you see such and such in the 
news summary this morning?” and “Do you agree that this and that 
ought to be done or not be done ?” You know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember any specific incidents that he 
commented on ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, I don’t. I might be — on a lot of reflection I 
might be able to come up with some. It would be just sort of an indi- 
cation of unawareness on the part of an assistant secretary or an 
under secretary or somebody of that kind. 

Well, we had a lot of trouble with a fellow named James Allen who 
was the Commissioner of Education who was doing a lot of things 
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that were just across the grain politically as far as the President was 
concerned — that I can recall some specific admonitions about that set 
of circumstances. That would have been back in what, 1969, or 1970, 
somewhere back in there. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember the details of any of those? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I can’t recall what the issue was. It may 
have been busing or it may have been desegregation, I don’t remember 
just what it was. But it was something like than and Allen got him- 
self off on — he was out on a limb, obviously contrary to the President 
in substance and also in politics. And he was just not making good 
sense from a political standpoint. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever hear the President express himself 
about the awarding of grants or the awarding of contracts ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Grants or contracts? Oh, sure. There would be 
situations that would come up like this. He would have a congressional 
reception and he’d say : “Say, what’s this Corps of Engineers project 
in North Carolina?” And I would say, “I don’t know. What’s that 
about?” He would say : “When Sam Ervin came through the line last 
night he spent the whole time that he shook my hand arguing that we 
ought to have the Corps of Engineers complete that project. Do you 
know anything about it?” And I’d say: “No, I don’t know anything 
about it,” and he would say : “Check into it because he sure is exercised 
about it.” 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it from the parties you talked about, that was 
hypothetical ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know, that was the first one that came to 
mind. 

Mr. Hamilton. Not an actual. Do you remember anything specific? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. But a lot of those would come up that way and 
it wouldn’t be restricted to Senator Ervin, obviously ; it would be other 
Members and people from the private sector who would contact him 
in a receiving line and have a comment to make to him and he would 
comment to me and say get a report. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he ever indicate to you that the contract award 
process or the grant award process should be conducted with political 
awareness ? 

Mr Ehrlichman. I would say in general, yes ; not in specific terms 
as such., but in general terms, he had the abiding feeling that we were 
rewarding our enemies and punishing our friends pretty consistently 
throughout the Government. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he ever comment to you about the necessity or 
desirability of making contract awards or grant awards in a way that 
would further his reelection? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, not as such. It was — I mean, it was never 
expressed in those kinds of “end results” terms. I think the typical 
criticism you would get would be from a guy like Sam Devine, for 
instance. Congressman Devine who would say, “I just don’t understand 
,whv them fellows in the Department of Transportation do them things 
that way, Mr. President. For instance, in my district they did this 
and that, and the other thing and I have got a constituent who backed 
vou solid for the last 10 years and do you know what they did to him 
while all the time they were awarding the dirty dogs on the other 
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side,” and the President would say, “What are we ? Out of our minds 
in this administration ? Why do 1 get criticism like that from a guy 
like Sam Devine?” 

Now there again, that’s a hypothetical, but it is not an untypical one, 
so he would say, “I just don’t understand how we could assemble a 
group of people in a department who could be as callous as that to 
the realities of life.” Well you would check into it and you would find 
out that the Congressman wasn’t always precisely correct in his criti- 
cism of the way the award was given, but the President certainly 
was concerned about those kinds of criticisms. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did the President ever express any concern to you 
about the fact that certain legal or regulatory decisions were being 
made in ways that were not politically desirable ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sure. In the same sense that I have just explained 
to you. I would see something in a news summary, or he would hear 
from a friend of his at a party or somewhere, that the ICC or the CAB 
or the FCC had made a decision that was inimical to their interests and 
he would frequently ask about them. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would he usually ask you to do something with it ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No; he would usually ask someone to look into it 
and do the research on it, and it wouldn’t usually 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he ever ask you whether decisions of regulatory 
bodies should be influenced ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. To my observation he was very scrupulous 
about that kind of thing in making sure that we didn’t have any 
persuasive contact with these independent regulatory agencies. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it that it would be your opinion that if, for 
example, a treaty was made to the EEOC to drop a discrimination case, 
that would be improper? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, EEOC wouldn’t be one that would jump to 
mind as being a regulatory agency. 

Mr. Hamilton. But it does have lawmaking functions. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. You have to tell me that. I was talking about the 
ICC or the FCC, those that are conventional regulatory bodies. 

Mr. Hamilton. Landrum-Griffin enforcement ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No ; I think that would be something that I would 
consider the Secretary of Labor should be contacted on, if there was 
something that troubled the President, as a matter of executive con- 
sideration. You are asking a technical question and maybe I am not 
well enough advised but, I think if it was Landrum-Griffin, probably 
that would be fair game, so to speak. 

Mr. Hamilton. When the President talked about the need for action 
by the departments to be more politically sensitive, did he talk about 
it in terms of his reelection ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. That’s what I say, I don’t recall him ever 
talking about it in terms of reelection. More in terms of we were there 
and that’s the right thing to do. You have a mandate to run the 
executive branch responsive to your mandate. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you recall that the President ever gave you or 
gave Mr. Haldeman any instructions to institute a program or plan 
of action that would make the departments more responsive ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. I am not aware of a formalized program 
being called for as such. I mean, this, what I call the Harvard Busi- 
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ness School approach. I know there was a constant admonition to 
sensitize the departments in these things, but in my experience it was 
more on a case-by-case basis than it was the imposition of some kind 
of a structure. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now Mr. Malek has suggested to us that Mr. Halde- 
man gave him instructions to set up a program of this sort — that is, 
for Mr. Malek to organize the type of program that Mr. Haldeman 
wanted. From your knowledge of what the President said to Mr. 
Haldeman, is it possible that he could have Inade some kind of sug- 
gestion to Mr. Haldeman like that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. It was outside my kin ; I am not disagreeing that 
it couldn’t happen, but I don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. But you were aware, at least to some degree, of what 
the President said to Mr. Haldeman ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, a very small percentage of their conversa- 
tions would have been overheard by me. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever discuss this Malek plan with the Presi- 
dent per se ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever discuss it with Mr. Haldeman, after 
it got going? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, as I say, you are hitting me kind of cold 
on this. 

. Mr. Hamilton. I realize this. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t recall the structure itself as being any- 
thing that was of much moment to me and I don’t have much to do 
with it. I don’t recall really discussing it with anyone. You have re- 
freshed my memory to some extent by looking at. this document,* 
because I do recall talking to Ken Cole about some things that he was 
doing in the context of Cabinet offices. If this is what it was then I 
talked to Cole about it. But as far as this elaborate mechanism and all 
that, it just doesn’t ring a bell. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you ever see any progress reports that were 
submitted to Mr. Haldeman on the results of the Responsiveness 
Program? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know whether I did or not. I just don’t 
recall any in that sense at all. 

Mr. Hamilton. And I take it — I am sorry to interrupt you. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I want to flush out my previous answer. 
So much of what I saw quickly in here, as relates to the key issues busi- 
ness, I did have responsibility for and we did do and we had a rather 
intensive operation and I did discuss that with the President, and I dis- 
cussed it with Haldeman and with a lot of people, so I wouldn’t want 
my answer to be taken as embracing everything that’s in that docu- 
ment, because there isn’t any question we did have a very vigorous key 
issues effort underway. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it from your answer and this is just to be 
specific on this, that you did not have a discussion with the President on 
any progress report that Mr. Malek 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t recall one. I don’t recall one in those terms 
anyway. I did have a number of conversations with the President about 
the key issues upcoming and defining those. Having him decide on 


•See Malek exhibit No. 6, p. 8325. 
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which ones he felt were important and then doing a lot of work on 
those issues. And then doing a lot of work in trying to get a perception 
of the elements of key issues and we spent a lot of time on that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Going back to the Cole memo for a moment. The por- 
tion of this memorandum that I am most interested in starts at the page 
that’s not numbered but the caption is “Capitalizing Upon the Execu- 
tive Branch.” That is the portion of the memo that I am most inter- 
ested in. 

Mr. Wilson. “Capitalizing — ” what ? 

Mr. Hamilton. “Capitalizing on the Executive Branch” or “Upon 
the Executive Branch.” I am not sure which it says. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. OK. It is a good idea. Try and get everyone to do 
everything right so the President would be reelected. You are asking 
me if I saw this or what ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I have several questions. One : Did you spe- 
cifically see that document ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t remember seeing it. 

Mr. Hamilton. And two : Did you have discussions with Malek or 
Haldeman or the President about the specifics of the plan that is out- 
lined in that document ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I would have to say I don’t know. I just 
don’t know. I don’t recall doing so, but I don’t know at this point. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever — if you are still reading that, I won’t 
interrupt you. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No ; that’s all right. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever learn that the Responsiveness Program 
had been brought to an end before the campaign was over? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, I don’t think so. Not knowing that it had 
begun or at least not recalling it, it is concomitant, I guess. 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. You never heard a discussion that it had been 
called off because Watergate had come to the fore and it was too 
risky of an issue? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever hear that the various documents that 
the Responsiveness Program had engendered had been collected and 
burned ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Freedman. You said that Cole went around and talked to the 
Secretaries of the departments. Was there ever a discussion of having 
a general Cabinet meeting to deal with the same information instead 
of going to the different departments ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. There was a Cabinet meeting at which it 
was announced that we were in a political campaign and it would be 
nice if everybody would help out, so to speak. 

Mr. Freedman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. You know, it was that kind of pointed remark 
that it would be great if everybody would, please, be a little bit 
political. 

Mr. Freedman. Did Malek attend such a Cabinet meeting? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Probably, I don’t know. 

Mr. Freedman. OK. Do you recall Malek showing a chart of the 
key States when' departmental action would best serve the reelection 
effort ? 
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Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, not quite in those terms. Malek and Clark 
MacGregor addressed a Cabinet meeting at Camp David where the 
key States were shown in electoral terms. 

Mr. Freedman. Would that have been around June 5, that meeting? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Probably. 

Mr. Freedman. And the different voter block groups were there? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Right. 

Mr. Freedman. All right. In the meeting where Malek defined his 
role, was there any discussion about affecting specific department 
action in the way of grants or in the personnel area ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I can’t really recall what the content of that 
meeting was. I just recall that the subject was introduced to me that 
Malek was going to go over to the committee and so on. 

Mr. Freedman. In the same vein as the Responsiveness Program, 
was there ever any effort dealing with career personnel — a general 
plan ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. To do what ? 

Mr. Freedman. To place people in the departments ? In a way that 
would circumvent the Civil Service ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Circumvent it? 

Mr. Freedman. Well, not actually circumvent it, but I think there 
was a man by the name of — a plan was devised, I think, in Malek’s 
shop in the same vein, where instead of grants you would work with 
the personnel in the departments ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know about your question, but it was an 
itch on our part to get friends in the departments rather than the 
people that we found there, but that was just a general ongoing desire 
on our part. 

Mr. Freedman. Was this in career positions as well as other posi- 
tions ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sure. Just like — the Democrats did that. 

Mr. Freedman. And how would something like that be carried out ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. By attrition essentially. You’d get replacements 
and the people you get in the replacements would be hopefully sym- 
pathetic with the politics. 

Mr. Freedman. And were you essentially in agreement with the 
White House on the Office of Minority Business Enterprise ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Freedman. Could you generally characterize those sentiments? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, at various times specific actions of OMBE 
were criticized as being political and there were opportunities — I think 
it was felt in the White House there were opportunities to encourage 
and cultivate responsible minority business people and some of this 
money was going to militants and kooks and radicals and far-out peo- 
ple, and it was just impossible to explain to the Government. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did the President express an interest in OMBE? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

, Mr. Freedman. Was there ever a concern with OMBE ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, the President was in OMBE — not really ; 
not that I can recall. 

Mr. Freedman. OMBE works with the SB A, I believe it is in the 
Commerce Department ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I believe it is SB A. 
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Mr. Freedman. Well, they are not actually the same entities ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I understand that, but they were generally con- 
sidered to be under the same tent. 

Mr. Freedman. Was the discontentment with OMBE considered to 
be with John Jenkins ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No ; it was just the decisions that were made and 
a lot of those were not made in the home office, they were just made out 
in the field office. 

Mr. Freedman. You said, that when Malek was defining his role 
that there was some discussion of him going to the campaign ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Freedman. But he didn’t really go until July when Mitchell 
stepped down, is that correct? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know. 

Mr. Freedman. Do you recall what the discussion was pertaining 
to Malek going to the campaign in February ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I say— don’t pin me to February. The 
meeting that I remember was on the general subject of Malek going 
into the campaign. Now maybe there wasn’t a meeting on this other 
thing then because the one I recall had to do with his role in the 
reelection effort. 

Mr. Freedman. OK. Are you aware of William Gifford ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sure. 

Mr. Freedman. What was his role during the campaign? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. You mean the committee — I don’t think he was 
there. I think he was in the OMB. 

Mr. Freedman. Let me rephrase that. Was his role any different 
while he was at OMB during the campaign ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Than before the campaign ? 

Mr. Freedman. Yes. Do you recall ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, his role — as far as I know, his role at 
OMB was a sort of an expediter of things that were of concern to 
Congressmen or party people or other interest-type people to try and 
get an element of, I guess you would call it political awareness for 
want of a better term when some committee chairman, for instance, 
or somebody like Congressman — or Senator Buckley or somebody had 
a particular problem in working through OMB, a complicated prob- 
lem. Gifford was designated as a fellow to whom that individual could 
go and he would then try and find his way through the maze for them. 

Mr. Freedman. Did that concern ever come through in the general 
rubric of the responsiveness operation? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I don’t know that I would subscribe to 
the proposition that there was a rubric. 

Mr. Freedman. All right. Are you familiar with the term “grants- 
manship” ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I have read it. 

Mr. Freedman. Were you aware of that term being used in the 
White House? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Freedman. You said that you didn’t discuss a so-called Malek 
plan with the President? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Not that I can recall. 
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Mr. Freedman. Would that be the type of thing that you would 
discuss with him if there was such a plan ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Typically not. That ordinarily would not have 
been in my ambit. 

Mr. Hamilton. But if the plan like I have described it, it would have 
affected domestic decisions and of course that was in your ambit? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. That’s right. And what I meant when I said that 
was, that if there were an instruction from the President to get a fellow 
to set up a machine or a plan or something of this kind, ordinarily that 
would not have come to me to do. If it affected me, then eventually 
I would have been consulted by someone who would have been given 
the assignment. 

Mr. Hamilton. It would have gone through Mr. Haldeman ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Ordinarily, yes. 

Mr. Freedman. Did vou ever hear of any discussion concerning using 
computer facilities to log the upcoming grants so people would have 
a better knowledge of what was available ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Only in the setting of the need for computer 
facilities in the White House to do a whole raft of things. That was one 
of the things that was discussed as something we might do. And that 
plan was ongoing for 3 years that I know of. 

Mr. Freedman. So it wasn’t in discussion primarily in the context of 
the campaign ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, no. This was a need we felt from the first time 
we not there. 

Mr. Freedman. I don’t have any further questions. 

Mr. Plotkin. I do. Was Fred Malek’s Responsiveness Program his 
brainstorm ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know. I have no idea. 

Mr. Plotkin. When you first became aware of it, had it much 
credence ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, really. No. I have become aware of it lately 
as a formalized thing and it, as I say, I don’t recall knowing of it as 
a machinery at the time. 

Mr. Plotkin. Upon subsequent reflection, would it have been the 
kind of program that would have been sponsored within the White 
House at a time — at the time of the President’s reelection campaign ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, it is obviously not beyond the realm of con- 
templation. I don’t know what you mean by that. It isn’t totally out of 
the question that such a thing could have happened. 

Mr. Plotkin. But was it the type of program the President would 
have specifically perceived himself and recommended somebody put 
together? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No; that isn’t the way he thought really. He 
thinks — he would have approached this much more in an ad hoc basis 
than to say, now I want a big formal plan and I want it submitted to me 
in advance and I want the machinery and I want people in charge and 
an organization chart. That isn’t the way he operated. 

Mr. Plotkin. Did you ever hear from the President or from anyone 
who had spoken to the President of his opinion of the effectiveness of 
the plan? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No ; not that I can recall. 
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Mr. Plotkin. Was Mr. Malek particularly politically astute, in your 
estimation, with regard to campaign procedures and practices ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well 

Mr. Wilson. Does that have to go on the record ? 

Mr. Plotkin. Yes. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Let me put it another way. I think that Fred 
tended to be somewhat theoretical about things governmental and 
never really did accommodate himself to the slippages and the infor- 
malities and the difficulties of putting things in neat boxes. I don’t 
know whether that translates itself into a response to your question 
or not. 

Mr. Plotkin. I wouldn’t want to put the answer in your mouth. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No ; that’s about the best I can do, I think. 

Mr. Wilson. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Plotkin. On the record. 

Based on what you now know of the Responsiveness Program and 
based on your current statement as to Mr. Malek’s political astuteness, 
do you feel that the Responsiveness Program would have been partic- 
ularly effective had it been carried out the way it was envisaged ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No ; I don’t understand all — I haven’t read care- 
fully this whole document but if I understand it correctly, no ; I don’t 
think it had much chance of much success. 

Mr. Plotkin. Thank you ; fine. 

Mr. Freedman. Did you receive weekly reports from the Committee 
To Re-Elect on the activities of the individual voter blocks ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Freedman. You would never get a report about what the 
Spanish -speaking campaign people were doing ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Freedman. Were you aware of Mr. Marumoto’s role in the 
campaign effort ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Only vaguely, very vaguely. 

Mr. F reedman. And how did you see that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. How did I see it ? 

Mr. Freedman. Yes. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I assume he was in the ethnic role, the fairly 
classic ethnic role. 

Mr. Freedman. Would it be fairly accurate to say Bob Brown had 
the same responsibilities as Mr. Marumoto ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Freedman. How would you characterize that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Marumoto was in the White House and he had 
several specific functions with several established committees that 
dealt with ethnic problems. Bob Brown’s role was much more of a 
generalist and his role in the White House cut across ethnic lines. He 
involved himself in nonethnic subjects and so he would have much 
more of a generalist role. 

Mr. Freedman. During the election or during the campaign would 
it be fair to say that Bob Brown was fairly involved in the campaign 
activities ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know. 
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Mr. Freedman. All right. That’s it for me. 

Mr. Silverstein. Just a question. Basically, is this substantially 
correct that you were not familiar with the Responsiveness Program ? 

Mr. Eiirlichman. That’s right. 

Mr. Silverstein. And approximately when did you first hear of it ? 
I am not going to review it, just roughly ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Just recently as a formal structure. 

Mr. Silverstein. As a formal structural program ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Now I may have heard — someone may have said, 
“Listen, we are going to try to get more political awareness out in the 
departments,” and I would have said, “hallelujah.” But to say there is 
this paper and there is this structure and reporting lines and all that, 
I don’t think I knew that. 

Mr. Silverstein. In other words, you had, I won’t say “a formal 
conference” with Mr. Malek, but you never spoke to him about a 
specific program of responsiveness that covers the memorandums that 
you have seen so far ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, if I did, it sure left me. 

Mr. Silverstein. I have no more questions. 

Mr. Plotkin. I guess that’s it. 

[Mr. Ehrlichman’s testimony for this date on another subject is 
continued in a subsequent book.] 



MONDAY, APRIL 8, 1974 


U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington, D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 :45 p.m. in room 
G-334, Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Present : Senators Ervin, Talmadge, Inouye, Montoya, and Weicker. 

Also present: Samuel Dash, chief counsel; James Hamilton, as- 
sistant chief counsel; Gordon Freedman, staff assistant; Michael 
Hershman, investigator ; and Deborah Herbst, research assistant. 

Senator Montoya. Will you raise your right hand ? 

Do you swear that the testimony you are about to give will be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Malek. I do. 

Senator Montoya. Will you state your name for the record? 

TESTIMONY OF FREDERICK V. MALEK 

Mr. Malek. My name is Frederick V. Malek. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, will you please state your address for the 
record? 

Mr. Malek. My address is 6700 Lupine Lane, McLean, Va. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, is it correct that you are appearing here volun- 
tarily today without a lawyer ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hamilton. What is your present position with the Government ? 

Mr. Malek. I am Deputy Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

Mr. Hamilton. And did you join this administration in April 1969 
as Deputy Under Secretary of HEW ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Hamilton. And did you remain in that position until you 
became Special Assistant to the President in October 1970? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. HLamilton. And did you occupy that position until July 1972 
when you became deputy director of the Committee to Re-Elect the 
President ? 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. 

Mr. Hamilton. And how long were you in that capacity ? 

Mr. Malek. Until the day of the election. 

Mr. Hamilton. And did you then return to the White House as 
Special Assistant to the President ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Hamilton. And you remained in that post until you became 
Deputy Director of OMB in February 1973 ? 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. 

(8199) 
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Mr. Hamilton. Now, from October 1970 until July 1973, when you 
were Special Assistant to the President, what were your principal 
responsibilities ? 

Mr. Malek. My principal responsibilities were in the area of over- 
seeing Government-wide personnel activities with a particular focus 
on the recruiting of qualified people for high level positions in the 
Government and also seeing to their motivation, retention, also evalu- 
ation of appointees in the administration, so that we had a continuing 
run on who was doing the job and who was not. 

In addition to that, it involved receiving the scores of recommenda- 
tions which we would receive from the general public, from the Con- 
gress, from other elected officials concerning the appointments or 
positions that were desired in the Government, and referring these 
as appropriate to the Department, and following up to insure that 
these were handled in an orderly manner. 

In addition to that area of personnel, I functioned as a kind of 
management consultant or troubleshooter for the President and for 
Mr. Haldeman on organizational problems which arose mainly within 
the Executive Office of the President, to try to go into an organization 
that wasn’t functioning effectively, and try to see what the problem 
was, and to come up with recommendations which would lead to a more 
effective organization. 

There is one other thing I should add. Somewhere around March 
of 1972, I also took on the responsibilities for liaison with certain 
activities of the Committee To Re-Elect the President. This concerned 
mainly working with and coordinating those groups that the Com- 
mittee To Re-Elect were presenting the President’s records to par- 
ticular voter groups. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, did you take on this liaison capacity at Mr. 
Mitchell’s request? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And with Mr. Haldeman ’s approval ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Have you fully described the responsibilities that 
you took on, and was it more than just a liaison ? 

Let me put that question another wav. As of the spring of 1972, what 
was the scope of your duties respecting the President’s reelection 
campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. At the Committee To Re-Elect, as I said, I was respon- 
sible for coordinating the activities of those, and helping to organize 
and give some sense of direction to those people who were engaged 
in presenting the President’s record to particular voter groups. We 
had nine such voter groups, either established at that point or planned 
that we would particularly target for presenting the President’s rec- 
ord. I also served at that time as a member of the budget committee, 
,Qr some time after that I was appointed a member of the budget com- 
mittee. I also occasionally sat in on campaign strategy sessions where 
general campaign direction was discussed and determined. 

As best I can recall, that pretty well covers what I was doing at the 
committee while I was still in the White House. 

Now, you say, all activities in support of the President’s reclection. 
We were trying to assure at that time that we were taking all possible 
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actions in the personnel area to appoint people who would bring politi- 
cal vitality to the administration, who would be broadly representative 
of the American people and, consequently, would enhance the Presi- 
dent’s political popularity. 

Also at that time, I was asked to develop a plan for organizing an 
effort for more systematically channeling requests for information 
or requests for action from political sources, which would include the 
Congress, State and local elected officials, and officials of the Committee 
To Re-Elect the President; to channel these requests to the depart- 
ments and agencies for response, and the members of my staff worked 
later on in helping to implement this, primarily serving as a conduit 
for the requests and the supply of information. 

Senator Montoya. May I interject here? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. Would you name the six voter groups that you 
were concerned with? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. There were young Americans, older Americans, 
veterans, labor, Spanish-speaking Americans, blacks, and we had an- 
other name for it, but it was basically ethnics — Jewish, and there was 
one more, farm families. 

Senator Montoya. Farm ? 

Mr. Malek. Farm. 

Senator Montoya. When you were working at the White House, who 
were your top people, directly under you ? 

Mr. Malek. At the White House, I had Han Kingsley; and under 
Mr. Kingsley, the top people were Mr. Frank Herringer, Stan Ander- 
son, Jerry Jones, and Rob Davison. They were in personnel and per- 
sonnel administration and liaison with the departments on personnel 
matters. 

On the recruiting side reporting to me were : Mr. Penn J ames, Mr. 
Marumoto, Mr. John Clarke, and Ms. Barbara Franklin. Also report- 
ing to me as assistant was Mr. William Horton. 

Senator Montoya. Horton ? 

Mr. Malek. Horton, H-o-r-t-o-n. I believe that is all. Those are 
all the professionals. 

Senator Montoya. They were dealing with personnel ? 

Mr. Malek. Except for Mr. Horton, who worked with me on organi- 
zation projects and the like. 

Senator Montoya. You may continue. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, as an aid in discussing your campaign 
roles, I would like to show you three memorandums, which I would 
like to have you identify, and I will identify them for the record. 
The first one is a memorandum from you to Mr. Haldeman dated 
January 28, 1972, entitled, “My Role in Support of Reelection.” 

[ The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. I. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Freedman will give you a copy of this. The 
second one is a memorandum from you to Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Halde- 
man, dated February 16, 1972, which is entitled, “Meeting To Discuss 
My Role.” and it refers to a meeting that afternoon with John Ehrlich- 
man and George Shultz. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 2. 2 ] 


1 See d. 8201. 

2 See p. 8297. 
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Mr. Hamilton. The third document is a document that is not dated, 
and it is entitled, “Organizing For And Implementing New Responsi- 
bilities.” I believe that the handwriting on this is of Mr. Haldeman. 
Is that correct ? 

[The document referred fo was marked Malek exhibit No. 3.*] 

Mr. Malek. Well, I can’t be certain, but let me go through it a 
minute. Yes, I believe that it is. 

Mr. Hamilton. For example, on page 3, in the second approved- 
disapproved, there is an “H” there. 

Mr. Malek. That’s what leads me to believe it is. 

Mr. Hamilton. I assume this memorandum went to Mr. Haldeman. 
And the first line of this memorandum says, “This memo reviews my 
major activities for the next 9 months.” 

Would it be correct to assume this was the 9 months immediately 
prior to the election, which would mean this memorandum was prob- 
ably written in January or February ? 

Mr. Malek. I suppose that is the case, yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. On page 1 of this memorandum, of the memo- 
randum I have just referred to, under the title, “Major Activities,” 
there is a statement that reads as follows : 

There are five activities over which I will exercise direct supervision. Citizens/ 
voting bloc, operations, management control, department responsiveness, patron- 
age and personnel. 

There are four areas of indirect supervision including constituent group proj- 
ect managers, issue project managers, grantsmanship and communication. 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. We are going to get into some of these in some detail 
later on, but I would like to ask you a couple of questions. When you 
refer to management control, what does that refer to ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, that refers to having some sort of means of evalu- 
ating the progress of the campaign in various States, and seeing if it 
is being carried out effectively. In the past, it has always been very 
difficult to determine how well the 'States were organized, how good 
a job they were doing, whether they were really deserving of further 
campaign funding and the like. And the idea here was to try to set 
something up that would provide an evaluation of the progress so that 
priorities could be set, and you would know where to strengthen an 
organization, or know whether a request for further funding is ap- 
propriate, or whether you needed some additional or replacement 
personnel. 

Mr. Hamilton. Referencing this term “issue project managers,” 
could von explain what you mean by that ? 

Mr. Malek. It is kind of hard for me to recall it without going 
through the memo itself; so if you don’t mind, I will take a little time 
and look at this to refresh me on it. 

Senator Montoya. Would you state by wav of foundation, who this 
memorandum was directed to? Was it to Mr. Haldeman? 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe he said it was to Mr. Haldeman. 

Senator Montoya. It was approved by Haldeman. Was it directed 
to him? 

Mr. Malek. Senator, I believe that it was directed — I believe it was 
for Mr. Haldeman to review. 


•See p. 8305. 



8203 


Senator Montoya. All right. 

Mr. Malek. “Issue management” means, essentially, as I recall it, 
to insure that we had people who w r ere thinking about the major and 
most sensitive issues that would arise, and thinking about the way in 
which the President should posture himself on these issues on a way 
that would be not only consistent with his past policy pronouncements, 
but would also permit his views to be presented in such a way that 
would gain popularity with the American people. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, the word “communications” appears in this 
paragraph under “major activities.” Could you briefly explain what 
is meant by “communications” ? 

Mr. Maleic. Oh, yes. One of the organizational projects that we 
had been asked to undertake was to help to organize Mr. Klein’s office 
and that part of Mr. Colson’s office that dealt with communications, 
and try to get them to be able to work together productively and work 
productively with the departmental communications activities, depart- 
ment PIO’s, and that is something that Mr. Horton and my staff had 
been involved in for some time ; and the intention here, that he was to 
continue to act as kind of a management consultant to these people 
who were engaged in communications activities. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it that means communicating the President’s 
programs through the media. Is that what that means? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Behind this memorandum is a chart entitled, “Citi- 
zens/White House Organization Plan.” 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And your name appears on this chart right under 
that of Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Haldeman. 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And there are various types of lines that indicate 
where you have direct supervision, indirect supervision, coordination, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Malek. Keep in mind this is not a chart of the way things oper- 
ated. This was my concept of how it might be structured, and I don’t 
think it operated in exactly this way. 

Mr. Hamilton. That was my question, whether or not this chart, in 
part or in whole, reflected your role in the campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. In part, it does reflect my role. Would you like me to 
expand ? 

Mr. Hamilton. What I would like you to do, I believe, is to indicate 
where your role diverged from the scheme set out in this chart. 

Mr. Malek. All of those items where it shows direct supervision es- 
sentially are correct. The citizens/ voting blocs are the nine groups I 
described. The names here are not correct. For example, Mr. Zarb, who 
was listed there, did not join the campaign organization. The con- 
troller activity, as I described it, is correct. Patronage/personnel han- 
dled by Mr. Kingsley is essentially correct. 

This other controller function never really came into being. That 
was designed to be a kind of somebody who would oversee all of these 
other activities, and funnel in reports. We never really had need for 
that, so that is not correct. 

Special recruiting project; that was in preparation for the new 
administration, and that essentially was correct. And the departmental 
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responsiveness, which also has a direct line, is also essentially correct. 
Those things that show dotted lines, I really did not get involved in, 
but the solid lines actually reflect how we came to operate. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, we have a dotted line, and then we have an 
indirect supervision line. Now, are the indirect supervision lines 
correct ? 

Mr. Malek. The indirect supervision lines do not accurately reflect 
how we actually went about this. This was my perception of how we 
might go about it, but I was not giving indirect supervision to Messrs. 
Colson, Gifford or Cole, or as it shows here, the OMB assistant 
directors. 

Mr. Hamilton. But it is true, isn’t it, that some of the constituent 
project managers in the White House, like Mr. Marumoto, did report 
to you ? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, Mr. Marumoto reported to me essentially on his 
recruiting activities, but on activities that related to his activities to 
present the President’s record to the Spanish-speaking people, his 
major reporting relationship there was to Mr. Colson. That would 
come under constituent project managers here. 

Mr. Hamilton. And Mr. Gifford did not report to you, but you also 
were at least indirectly in contact with the grantsmanship program. 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. I would say that a more accurate portrayal would 
actually happen but not a dashed line, but a dotted line between Gif- 
ford and the people listed here under departmental responsiveness. 
They did have a certain amount of coordination. 

Senator Montoya. The handwriting on the memorandum, Mr. Malek, 
is this Mr. Haldeman’s ? 

Mr. Malek. I believe it is, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. Do you recognize his writing ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I don’t recognize his writing precisely, but there 
is an “H” on a blank on page 3 which generally looks like the H’s he 
used to make. 

. Senator Montoya. These were his comments back to you after you 
submitted the memorandum ? 

■ Mr. Malek. I believe so, but I cannot be certain, but I believe that 
it is. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think I should say for the record that Mr. Halde- 
man has testified before us to this memorandum, and he did say these 
were his handwritten notes. 

Senator Montoya. All right. 

Mr. Hamilton. In the February 16 memorandum from you to Mr. 
Mitchell and Mr. Haldeman, the document after the cover sheet is a 
document entitled, “Talking points to establish new responsibilities.” 

Mr. Malek, Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. The first individual listed as “talking” is Mr. Halde- 
man, HEH : and on the second page, paragraph 4, there is a statement, 
“to meet this need” — the needs set out on page 1 — “John and I feel 
strongly — and the President has concurred — that Fred should join 
John at the campaign but also remain associated here.” 

Now, my question is, did you have the President’s concurrence as 
to the role you were to play in the campaign ? 
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Mr. Malek. I never talked to the President about that, and I don’t 
know whether we had the President’s concurrence or not. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, did this meeting that is referenced in the 
memorandum, the cover sheet, actually take place ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And do you recall Mr. Haldeman making a state- 
ment to Mr. Mitchell, Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Shultz, that the President 
had concurred in your role in the campaign as set out in the mem- 
orandum ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not recall any such statements specifically. I don’t 
really recall much of the specific things that were said, although the 
content here was generally presented but there were, as best I recall, 
some variations. 1 do not recall specifically whether or not the Presi- 
dent’s name was brought into it. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it at this meeting the item found in paragraph 
2(c) was discussed, that was the role you would have in seeing that 
departmental actions were supportive of the reelect effort ? I take it 
that was the topic of discussion ? 

Mr. Malek. I am really not going to be able to verify specific points 
of this memo on whether or not they were discussed, because I just 
don’t recall. The major purpose of the meeting was to kind of set me 
up in this new role, so I could have access to these people and their 
support in the role ; and other than that, it was a very short meeting. 
It is just I can’t recall the specific things that were said. 

Mr. Dash. Are these minutes of the meeting? 

Mr. Hamilton. Talking points. 

Mr. Dash. In advance of the meeting? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Would these talking points have been submitted in 
advance of the meeting? 

Mr. Malek. These talking points are provided. 

Mr. Dash. Would it be fair to say that when you prepared the talk- 
ing points of that kind, you subsequently tried to cover the talking 
points ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, it would depend on Mr. Haldeman’s reactions as 
to whether they were appropriate. These were the points I suggested 
he cover, and he would sit there with the paper and go through them, 
and he would look at them ahead of time, and then in his own language 
and with his own variations lay out his points. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was there general agreement at this meeting that 
you should assume the role that is laid out in this memo? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. Let me say the main focus of this meeting was 
on the dual role of coordinating the efforts of these voter bloc groups, 
these constituency-oriented groups, and to play that role in coordinat- 
ing them at the campaign, and providing some linkage between them 
and similar activities which were being carried on in the White House. 

This all originated when John Mitchell initially asked me to join 
the campaign organization as his deputy to handle this and several 
other things, and after taking to Mr. Haldeman about it, he suggested 
that it would be much better for me to stay at the White House and 
give Mr. Mitchell some of my time, but to play a coordinating role 
that would link the campaign activities with similar activities to pre- 
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sent the President’s record in the White House, and also to continue 
with my other personnel responsibilities. I think that, as I recall it, 
was the major thing that we focused on in that session. So we prob- 
ably also touched on some of the other items mentioned here. 

Senator Montoya. I would like to ask a question at this point now. 
You mentioned these as talking points, and you discussed these at 
this meeting, and on page 2 at the top, you referred to the talking 
points again, and you state: “To meet this need, John and I feel 
strongly — and the President has concurred — that Fred should join 
John at the campaign but also remain associated here.” Are you, in 
effect, saying that the President is concurring on the objectives which 
are outlined in these points? 

Mr. Malek. Well, Senator, I have no way of knowing whether the 
President concurred or not, or whether he even knew about the fact 
this was going to take place, but I was suggesting to Mr. Haldeman 
that the President’s name be used in this way, and I also, of course, 
in my own self-interest hoped that the President was aware of what 
I was doing. 

Senator Montoya. Why did you say the President has concurred ? 

Mr. Malek. These are my suggestions for what Mr. Haldeman 
should say. They are not necessarily based on any firm understanding 
of mine. 

Senator Montoya. Were you ever told by Mr. Haldeman that the 
President had concurred ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall, Senator, whether Mr. Haldeman told me 
that he had discussed this with the President or not. 

Senator Montoya. I can’t figure out what the term means, in light 
of what you said before, “and the President has concurred.” 

Mr. Malek. I think you can infer two things from that. One, I am 
suggesting that the President should concur; and second, I am sug- 
gesting that that concurrence be mentioned to the group to insure 
their support and coordination with me. I do not recall whether I knew 
at this point in time whether or not the President had concurred. I may 
or may not have. 

Senator Montoya. Well, had you talked to the President at all ? 

Mr. Malek. Not about this subject. 

Senator Montoya. About other things ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. You don’t recall that he might have mentioned 
something about the campaign, what you were doing and so forth? 

Mr. Malek. All of my discussions with the President were related 
to my role as his personnel adviser. 

Senator Montoya. Did you ever discuss with him that one of the 
objectives was to select people who would be helpful in the cam- 
paign and contributive to the goals of the campaign? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. We talked to him from time to time about the 
program to bring more people into the administration that would be 
representative of groups we felt were neglected, such as Spanish- 
speaking. and he totally concurred with this. And we reported to him 
on our efforts to get more women into top positions. I would bring 
top women appointees in to meet with the President. 

These were generally the kinds of meetings I had with the President. 
They concerned the selection of a particular person, or bringing a 
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group of new appointees in to meet with him, or concern a policy direc- 
tion we were taking, such as focusing more on minority and women 
in making top-level appointments, and up until the time I joined the 
campaign full time, I do not recall ever having a discussion with the 
President about the campaign or any 'activities I had in connection 
with the campaign. 

Senator Montoya. Did you also discuss with the President the 
opportunity that you had to try to coordinate the different depart- 
ments into making their grants in a way that would be helpful to 
the campaign? 

Mr. Malek. No, sir. I never discussed that with the President. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe in response to an earlier question from 
Senator Montoya, you listed the people in the White House that re- 
ported directly to you. I would like to ask you the same question related 
to CEP. 

Mr. Malek. This is during the period while I was at the White 
House or afterward ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, actually at both times, while you were at the 
White House and after you joined the campaign. I would like to know 
who reported to you. 

Mr. Malek. Well, I will run through it. It probably will not be com- 
plete because my recollection — my recollection would not be complete, 
but I will do the best I can. 

Taking the citizens voting bloc group first, those people whose 
activities I coordinated prior to joining the campaign included Charles 
Shearer, who had general responsibility for the citizens groups. These 
were efforts to present the President’s record to the various profes- 
sional groups. Bernard Delery for labor. I don’t believe we had any- 
body at this point for ethnics until after I got there full time, and 
then it was a man named Perrace Szmalaga. The black was Paul 
Jones. The Spanish-speaking Americans was Alex Armendariz. The 
older Americans was Webster Todd. The young voters was Ken Keitz. 
The farm families was Clayton Yeutter. The Jewish voters was Larry 
Goldberg. The veterans was Frank Naylor. 

To that list we also added doctors and dentists. The name escapes 
me. the man who had that role. The lawyer was Dan Pilero. Business 
and industry, his name was Paul Kayser. Then if we go from that over 
to the State campaign organizations, which is after I came to the 
committee full time on July 1, that was really the bulk of my responsi- 
bility or at least the area where I spent roughly 90 percent of my 
time. 

Here I had as my chief of staff in the committee Jerry Jones. I take 
it you don’t want me to name all of the people that reported to Jones? 

Mr. Hamilton. Just the major ones. 

Mr. Malek. The major ones that reported to Jones would have been 
Rick Forr and Lewis Dale. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are these people regional chairmen? 

Mr. Malek. No. I will get to the regional. These were internal people 
who reported to Jones, people who put together the program material 
and insured that bumper stickers were distributed on time and at the 
right place, and these kinds of things. Then I had 10 regional direc- 
tors, each with a responsibility for a portion of the country. Their 
names were 
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Mr. Hamilton. I don’t know if we need those names, unless the 
Senator wants them. 

Senator Montoya. No. 

Mr. Malek. And I believe those were the principal people reporting 
to me at the committee. 

Mr. Hamilton. In 1971, did Mr. Hal deman ask you or direct you to 
develop a program to insure that the President in his reelection cam- 
paign could fully capitalize on his control over the executive branch ? 

Mr. Malek. In 1971, as I recall — and again, this is to the best of 
my recollection— Mr. Haldeman was concerned that many grants that 
were being made by the administration were being announced by mem- 
bers of the opposite party, and in some cases not even by elected 
officials but State political officials of the opposite party, and it dis- 
tressed him and many of the Republicans in Congress that their 
opponents and potential opponents should be getting a leg up on them 
on announcing grants this administration is making; and therefore, 
he asked me in my capacity as kind of an organizational troubleshooter 
to determine how the process actually worked and what could be done 
to make the process more responsive to Republicans. 

I did look into this — I did not personally look into it. I asked a 
member of my staff, Mr. Horton, to look into it. And he did, and he 
compiled a brief report of what was happening and what he felt 
should be done to make this more effective. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to show you, if I might, several documents 
that embody a plan that you submitted to Mr. Haldeman and others, 
and ask you to identify them. Let me identify them for the record. 
The first one I would like to show you is a document entitled “Depart- 
mental Responsiveness.” It is a memorandum for Mr. Haldeman from 
you and it is dated March 17, 1972. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 4. 1 ] 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. The next one I want to show you is a memorandum 
entitled “Redirection of the White House Staff to Support the Presi- 
dent’s Reelection,” a memorandum for Mr. Haldeman from you dated 
December 23, 1971. 

TThe document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 5. 2 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. The third memorandum is also dated December 23, 
1971. It has a similar title as the one I previously showed you, and it 
is from you to Mr. Ken Cole. 

I" The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 6. 3 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. And the final one I want to show you immediately 
is one from Mr. Herringer to you, which is entitled “Responsiveness 
Briefing of Mitchell” and it is dated April 28, 1972. 

TThe document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 7. 4 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to ask you if you recognize these 
documents? 

Mr. Malek. Well 

Mr. Hamilton. And whether you can identify them ? 


1 See p. 8311 . 

2 See D. 8320. 

3 See p. 8335. 

* See p. 8342. 
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Mr. Malek. Well, do you want me to refer to them that they are, 
in fact, valid documents ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like for you to look at them and tell me if 
you recognize them. 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe most of them we have shown you before 
in previous sessions ? 

Sir. Malek. I recognize the documents. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to show you one other document, too. 
This is entitled “Communicating Presidential Involvement in Federal 
Programs,” and the date, this time on the back, the last page, is June 
23, 1971, and the author is William L. Horton. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 8.*] 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And Mr. Horton worked for you, I believe ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr Hamilton. And did he prepare this document under your 
supervision ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. I believe this is the document I referred to, just 
a bit earlier, as being in response to Mr. Ha-ldemtan ’s concern about 
the way in which grants were being announced and so forth. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was this document submitted to Mr. Haldeman, 
this particular one ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know whether this one was or not. I just don’t 
recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember to whom this document was 
circulated ? 

Mr. Malek. I believe it was circulated and discussed with, and I 
am not sure, I am just giving you my best recollection, with Mr. Gifford 
and probably with Jeb Magruder and Harry Flemming over at the 
campaign committee. Possibly others. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe earlier, Mr. Malek, you indicated to us that 
it had been submitted to Mr. Haldeman. Is your recollection hazy 
on that now? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. There is another memo that is a similar kind of a 
plan, which is the first one, March 17, 1972, which was submitted to 
Haldeman, but I am not sure whether the first one was. 

The second would be March 17 ; in essence, I believe it took the 
place of this first one. I don’t recall I ever got any instruction on this, 
and I am not sure we did anything to implement it. 

The March 17 document was one, however, that we did refer to, my 
staff did refer to, for guidance. That was the more definitive document 
in our eyes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that the March 17 document was 
the finalized master plan for what came to be known as the Responsive- 
ness Program? 

Mr. Malek. I would say that would be attributing words a little bit 
more grandiose than I would to this particular document. I would say 
it was an outline to an approach to maximizing the political credits 
that could be gained from various actions that the Government was 
taking. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did Mr. Haldeman approve the plan as outlined in 
this memorandum? 


* See p. 8348. 
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Mr. Malek. Which memorandum ? 

Mr. Hamilton. March 17. I am giving you a lot of memorandums 
here. 

Mr. Malek. I have got one here. I believe he did. But I can’t verify 
it because I don’t have anything from him that says that. But I believe 
that be did. That is my recollection. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, taking the March 17 memorandum, at page 7 
of this memorandum, there is a statement that — and I will read this 
to you — “The departments must be given a clear understanding of what 
is expected of them in carrying out the program, as well as the Presi- 
dent’s full backing of the program.” 

Now, I am going to get into your meetings with the departmental 
heads later on, but my question right now is, were the departments 
informed that this program had the President’s full backing? 

Mr. Malek. Well, they certainly were not informed by the Presi- 
dent because my request that this be covered at a Cabinet meeting was 
denied, and essentially the presentation to the members of — the agency 
heads, and members of the Cabinet was made by me. And I do not 
recall whether I indicated Presidential support or not. I had no direct 
knowledge that it had the President’s support, but it is conceivable that 
I could have, in talking to agency heads, that it had Presidential 
support. 

Mr. Hamilton. If you didn’t have a communication from the Presi- 
dent face-to-face as to his support of the program, did you receive an 
indirect communication from Mr. Haldeman ? 

Mr. Malek. 1 may have, but I really don’t know. Let me just divert. 
I might help clarify this. As assistant to the President, I oftentimes 
would — not oftentimes, but occasionally say to people that the Presi- 
dent would like something to be done when, in fact, I had never talked 
to the President about it. This was something that was used occasion- 
ally by other members of the staff as well. The President understood 
this, that we would occasionally do this. Sometimes it was important 
in order to get a particular personnel move made that someone felt 
that the President supported it. And you would know if you went to 
the President and said, “Would you support it?” You were pretty sure 
be would, and occasionally he would do that. 

I may have said it had Presidential support. The President never 
told me directly he knew of this and supported it, and I can’t recall 
whether Mr. Haldeman communicated to me that the President sup- 
ported it or knew about it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that the goal of the Responsiveness 
Program was to politicize the executive branch to allow the President 
in his reelection campaign to capitalize fully on this control? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t think that would be a fair way of expressing 
it. I think in the main it was an effort to assure that the maximum 
political benefits could bo gained from the actions of the administra- 
tion, to insure that people in the agencies were aware that we had an 
election coming on, and they were doing everything possible to develop 
initiative that would have political vitality ; and therefore, have credits 
on the President’s behavior. 

Mr. Hamilton. If I may refer to the December 23, 1971, memo- 
randum from you to Mr. Haldeman; I would like to read you a portion 
here. 
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Mr. Malek. Which one is that? 

Mr. Hamilton. December 23, 1971. It says, “Responding to your 
direction, our efforts have been concentrated on three basic objectives,” 
and the third objective that is listed, and I quote, is “To politicize the 
executive branch.” 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, is this statement in the December 23 memo- 
randum an accurate account of what you intended to do with the 
Responsiveness Program ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, politicize — you will notice — is in quotes, and I 
guess we would have to define politicize, and later on in the memo- 
randum, I guess we tried to do that. Let me look at that for a minute. 

Mr. Hamilton. Take your time. 

Mr. Malek. It seems to me what we are saying in essence, what I 
said earlier, the purpose was to derive political benefits from the pro- 
grams of Government through communicating the results of these 
programs in an effective manner through proposing initiatives that 
would have political appeal through handling issues in a way that 
would appeal to the interested parties. 

Senator Montoya. I would like to ask a question. In your memo- 
randum — it doesn’t have a date on it 

Mr. Hamilton. June 23, 1971. It is on the last page. 

Senator Montoya. On page 2, you have this statement : 

* * * initiating grants. In addition to designating “must” grants from pending 
applications, there may be occasions in which political circumstances require 
a grant be generated for a locality. When such a locality is identified by the 
campaign organization, the coordinating group would decide what kind of grant 
would best meet the needs and available program resources. 

A campaign representative would then inform the appropriate local official 
what to submit. When submitted, it, of course, would be designated a must. 

Well, doesn’t this put the grantsmanship under political 
manipulation ? 

Mr. Malek. If it was implemented in this way, it would, but this 
was a paper prepared by a member of my staff in 1971. This is one 
where I do not remember whether it was ever submitted to Mr. Halde- 
man. In any case, I do not, to the best of my recollection, it was not 
acted upon, and in retrospect what is proposed here, even if we wanted 
to do it, which I would not want to do, be totally unworkable. And I 
know of no instance 

Senator Montoya. Why was it put in here? Didn’t you pass on it 
when it was submitted? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I am not sure it was submitted. That is the 
point. It was a general outline of how to approach things, drawn up 
by a member of my staff. I did read it, but it was not acted upon as 
outlined here. 

Senator Montoya. Did you have any conversation about whether or 
not it was a wise step to take, or unwise ? 

Mr. Malek. I didn’t have any discussions with anyone about it my- 
self, because really this was 

Senator Montoya. You were the one final authority before it went 
to Mr. Haldeman, weren’t you? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. But I am not sure this particular paper went to 
Mr. Haldeman. That is the point. I know it was discussed with other 
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members of the staff and members of the Committee To Re-Elect the 
President by Mr. Horton, but I really don’t know whether this one 
went to Mr. Haldeman or not. If it did go to Mr. Haldeman, then I 
would at the time have looked at it, and I would have signed the cover 
sheet to him. But I don’t have anything in my files to indicate that 
that in fact happened. If you do, I would be glad to defer to that. But 
I really don’t think it went to Mr. Haldeman. 

Senator Montoya. Well, explain the authorship of this particular 
provision. How did that take place, and where did it go to, and where 
was it disposed of ? 

Mr. Mat.f.k. Well, Mr. Horton authored it, and it was discussed 
wTh. I believe, Mr. Flemming and Mr. Magruder and I believe with 
Mr. Gifford, and the idea essentially was to designate those grants that 
were of particular importance and to try to get the State people to try 
to identify possible grant applications. But it just doesn’t work that 
wav. 

Grant applications are highly technical things that are initiated 
by substantive bodies, and it is utterly foolish to think that a cam- 
paign organization or a campaign representative could initiate this 
kind of thing. So I would have to say this particular paragraph doesn’t 
make a lot of sense, because it is not workable in the first place. 

Mr. Freedman. Did this document go to Attorney General Mitchell ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall whether it did or not. 

Mr. Freedman. Could you briefly describe what Mr. Flemming’s role 
was in the White House ? 

Mr. Malek. He was not in the White House at this point in time. 
Did you want me to tejl you w T hat he did before that ? 

Mr. Freedman. Yes. 

Mr. Malek. He left the White House shortly after I joined the 
White House staff, and his role was handling of patronage and per- 
sonnel matters. 

Mr. Freedman. And he left.? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mi\ Freedman. Where did Mr. Flemming go? Did he leave the 
Government? 

Mr. Malek. He, left the Government. I don’t remember the exact 
date. It was sometime in early 1971. Then some months later he joined 
the Committee To Re-Elect the President. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, I would like to go back to the question 
I asked you a little bit earlier about whether one of the purposes of the 
Responsiveness Program was to politicize the executive branch, refer- 
encing again this exhibit 5 memorandum from you to Mr. Halde- 
man. I don’t want to quibble with you right now as to wdiat you meant 
by politicizing the executive branch, even though there is a paragraph 
on page 3, 1 believe, that deals with this. 

Isn’t it true that you suggested to Mr. Haldeman that perhaps it 
would bo wise +o stop calling this program “politicizing the execu- 
tive branch” and call it something else like “strengthening Government 
responsi veness” ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I don’t know if it says that in the memo. I haven’t 
looked through the whole memorandum. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me refer to page 5 and read a paragraph from 
page 5 that goes like this : 
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Also to minimize any direct links to the President, there should be no direction 
on this project in writing. Most of the initiative should come from the department 
heads themselves. In fact, as this concept is refined further, I propose we stop 
calling it politicizing the executive branch, and instead call it something like 
strengthening the Government’s responsiveness. 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why do you think it was necessary to change the 
name? 

Mr. Malek. Because I think politicizing the executive branch can 
lead to some gross misinterpretations, and it has a connotation that I 
don’t think is either good public policy or good public relations, and in 
fact, a point of fact, the way I would define politicizing the executive 
branch, that really isn’t what we were trying to do. I thin]*: improving 
responsiveness of Government was probably more accurately defining 
what we were trying to do. In fact, in the later memorandum, which 
lays out the plan or the approach in this area, I believe we do talk 
about — we have so many memos here. 

Mr. Hamilton. I apologize. We will give you a lot more before the 
day is over. 

Mr. Malek. I can’t wait. But in the March 17, 1972, memo, which 
you provided me, we talk here — right in the opening sentence of this 
paper — suggesting a program to improve executive branch respon- 
siveness to the voting public ; and that, in effect, is what we were trying 
to do, because that is the kind of thing that wins votes, the responsive- 
ness to the needs of the public, and if you can act on issues in a way 
that appeals to a particular constituent group and the public at large, 
and if you can appoint people to positions that generate the same 
kind of appeal, and if you try to get underserved groups to apply for 
and gain grants where heretofore they have been cut off because of 
their lack of knowledge or inability, these are the kinds of things that 
do win political points and do gain votes. 

Senator Inottte. Referring to your December 23 memo, page 4 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Senator Inottte [continuing] . About midway down the page, where 
four points are made; “to emphasize building construction in key 
States,” and the next one is, “expedite disposal of property for parks 
and schools in key States,” and “emphasize dual fuel program in 
ecology-minded areas of key States with less emphasis elsewhere.” 
What did you mean by “key States” ? 

Mr. Malek. Our definition of key States were those States that 
would be later identified, or perhaps were identified at this point, as 
being swing States in an election, those that would be very close, mostly 
as indicated by the polls, and would carry a major number of electoral 
votes. 

Senator Inouye. In other words, those States that were not key 
States would not receive building construction contracts ? 

Mr. Malek. No, sir; that is not the case at all. What this suggests is 
that particular emphasis could be provided in the area immediately 
preceding the election for stepped-up activities and publicity of those 
activities in key States. 

Senator Inouye. Another point of curiosity : What is dual fuel pro- 
gram in ecology -minded areas? 

Mr. Malek. I am sorry, sir, I do not know what, that is. I really 
don’t. 
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Senator Inottye. I ask you that now, because the energy crisis is so 
paramount in our minds. And I suppose it referred to energy. Didn’t 
it? 

Mr. Malek. I really don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, is it fair to say that one of the principal 
functions of the Responsiveness Program was to insure that the Presi- 
dent’s reelection needs be taken into consideration in the gnantinaking 
processes that the various agencies and departments were engaged in ? 

Mr. Malek. I think that would not be a correct characterization. 
There were really several purposes. One was to insure that there was 
adequate consideration given to the inputs from the Congress, from 
State and local officials, and from campaign officials, and that there 
was some means by which these concerns could be communicated to the 
appropriate people in the department so that they could be taken into 
consideration in whatever way the department felt was appropriate. 

Most of these instances came from the Congress. We received some 
in the executive branch, some 200 requests each week from Members 
of Congress for expediting a grant, for making a giant, for placing 
someone in a position or whatnot, and these were perfectly legitimate 
requests from Members of Congress who are properly representing 
their constituencies. 

At the same time as these come in, we felt it would be politically 
beneficial to the President and to other Republicans who were running 
for office, if we were responsive to their requests for information, and 
if we insured that their requests were responded to quickly. 

Also, we felt that oftentimes information would be brought to bear 
from these sources, and these aren’t only Republicans, we get many 
requests from Democratic Members of Congress as well, that the in- 
formation that they have be considered in whatever action was being 
talien. So that was one purpose of it. 

Tied in with that, we felt that it was also appropriate for State and 
local officials and for members of the campaign organization to also 
have the ability to get their questions answered about where the grants 
stand in the process, or also to make an input as to their feeling as 
to why a particular program is meritorious. 

Third, and probably the most important, we wanted to insure that 
we had a means of announcing these grants, when they were going to 
be announced, that would be politically beneficial. As I mentioned 
earlier, there was a lot of concern the Democratic Members of the Con- 
gress and Democratic Party officials were oftentimes getting informa- 
tion on grants before Republicans and making announcements on them. 
And this was embarrassing, and the Republican Members of the Con- 
gress didn’t appreciate that too much. 

We wanted to insure that the grant information would go to the 
Republican Member of Congress, and that he would announce it, or 
that it might, in some instance, be announced by a White House official 
or someone from one of the agencies in a way which would gain maxi- 
mum Publicity and credit for the President. 

A fourth purpose was to insure that the reople in the agencies were 
thinking about the key emerging issues, so that as the issues developed 
they would have given some forethought to it and would have devel- 
oped some thoughts as to the position that the administration should 
take on those issues, in order to maximize the positive reaction from 
the voting public. 
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Mr. Hamilton. I am going to read you a portion of this March 17 
memo that mentioned Mr. Gifford, Mr. William Gifford. I wonder if, 
for the record, you could state who Mr. Gifford is and what his func- 
tion was in the White House in 1972. 

Mr. Malek. Mr. Gifford is presently an official of the Department 
of Treasury, and I believe he works mainly in congressional liaison. 
At the time of March 17, 1972, he was a special assistant to the Presi- 
dent with responsibility for legislative matters and particularly as re- 
lated to legislative matters between the Congress and the OMB. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe he was in charge of what is called the 
grantsmanship program? Could you briefly describe what that was? 

Mr. Malek. Well, Bill Gifford was the funnel for all requests from 
Congress that were made through OMB regarding grants, expediting 
of grants, adding consideration even to a grant or contract ; and he 
was a kind of focal point. 

I mentioned earlier 200 calls a week. A good portion of these would 
come into Mr. Gifford’s office and he would, in turn, funnel them out 
to the departments and insure that a response was given to the Member 
of Congress who generated them. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to read to you a portion on page 2 of 
this memorandum. It comes under the heading that “Present Efforts 
Tap Only a Fraction of the Total Potential.” 

I am reading, starting at the top of page 2. 

The Department of Commerce provides a good example. To date Gifford has 
made some 35 requests. Most of these involved expediting the normal grant re- 
viewing process and securing the release of information. Approximately a dozen 
of these requests resulted in favorable grant decisions (which otherwise would 
not have been made) involving roughly $1 million. Politically these actions have 
been most beneficial. 

Nevertheless, in spite of this achievement, the potential is much greater. In 
the Commerce Department, for example, there is nearly $700 million in funds 
remaining in this fiscal year and over $700 million in the next fiscal year, which 
could be redirected in some manner. The major areas of potential for fiscal year 
1073 are : Economic Development Administration, $275 million ; Regional Action 
Planning Commissions, $40 million ; Minority Business Enterprises, $38 million ; 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, $100 million ; and the 
Maritime Administration, $230 million. 

Even if only 5 percent of this amount can be rechanneled to impact more 
directly on target groups or geographic areas, it would be a substantial increase 
over the current efforts. To capitalize on such opportuni ties, the departments must 
initiate actions themselves. This would entail each department developing a pro- 
gram by which it would systematically but discretely seek out opportunities for 
improving services to target groups and geographic areas, and then ensure that 
appropriate action is taken. 

First of all, does this passage accurately state the goal of the Re- 
sponsiveness Program in regard to grants? 

Mr. Malek. Well, it doesn’t totally do that, but obviously it is part 
of the intent that, as stated here, that we felt that the departments 
should initiate actions to improve services to target groups and geo- 
graphic areas that were either underserved or for population groups 
that needed more attention, and through that attention could derive a 
certain amount of political credit. 

Mr. Hamilton. When you speak of target groups or target areas, 
aren’t you referencing target groups and areas in a campaign sense ? In 
other words, areas where there was a need to increase the President’s 
vote-getting potential. 
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Mr. Malek. Yes, but in particular this would apply to those groups 
that had been underserved; for example, a target geographic area 
might be the State of California. A target group within California 
might be Spanish-speaking Americans, and in our estimation they had 
been underserved. They did not have the sophistication within their 
community to apply for the kind of Federal moneys that the other 
groups might, and they had been, in our opinion, ignored by a number 
of administrations ; and therefore, trying to give more attention to the 
needs of a group like that would have a benefit, and that benefit would 
result hopefully in their feeling that President Nixon understood 
their problems; and therefore, would bring political benefit to the 
President. 

Mr. Hershman. If this was being done as late as the end of 1971-72, 
what was being done previously for these groups ? 

Mr. Malek. I think that it was a continuing concern to do some- 
thing about underserved groups. But what we were trying to do as 
we approached the campaign was to intensify that sort of thing. 

Air. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, was it the intention of the Responsive- 
ness Program that grants should go to the target groups and target 
areas even though these areas and groups were less worthy in terms of 
programmatic considerations than other groups and areas ? 

Mr. Malek. No. There was no intent here to set priorities on the 
basis of those groups which would derive political benefits. We did 
feel that consideration for these groups should be one of many factors 
weighed by a department in making a grant, but we were not sug- 
gesting to the departments that they develop their priority list of 
grants in this manner. They can’t. Most grants are prioritized on the 
basis of peer-review groups or other kinds of professional reviews. 

Actually, we were asking that adequate consideration be given to 
those groups that had been underserved ; that consideration be given 
to information that would be provided by the Congress or by cam- 
paign officials or State and local elected officials, and the consideration 
be given to their imputs in making them. 

After all, there are many instances where there is bureaucratic 
bungling and wrong grants are made simply because the GS-12 or 
GS-13, who is down there making the decisions, doesn’t really have 
a good sense of what the priorities ought to be, and we felt that the 
more information that could be brought to bear by a Member of Con- 
gress or a campaign official certainly deserved to be part of the con- 
siderations. And it is part of the consideration in most grants that 
are made. 

. Senator Inottye. If this were the case, why were you so concerned 
about adverse publicity, if the intention is so noble and the people 
Served are so in need ? I would think that you would like the fullest 
publicity of everything that is happening from the very birth of the 
program itself. 

Mr. Malek. Well, there are two reasons for that : One is that the 
program was designed with the basic intent of building the Presi- 
dent’s political popularity, and while the political popularity in our 
opinion is built by good Government, by serving the people well, the 
basic intent was what is political. And that, it seemed, would not be 
the best public relations attack to take. 
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Senator Inotjye. Were you aware that administrations in the past, 
Democratic administrations, used grant moneys for this purpose, to 
enhance the incumbent’s acceptance in certain areas ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, yes, sir. We had evidence that the political con- 
siderations were taken into account in past administrations in the 
awarding of grants. 

Senator Inotjye. Was this effort similar in natui’e ? 

Air. Malek. Not being intimately familiar with what past ad- 
ministrations have done, or any abuses they might have subjected 
the system to, I really hesitate to say because I am not familiar 
enough. I will say this, however, that what we were trying to do here 
is not different than what we do in considering the several hundred 
requests from Congress we get every week, which was to insure that 
there were some means, when a campaign official wanted to know 
something, where does a grant stand, or have we a real problem down 
here, and I think you ought to make this grant, to have some pipeline 
so he could make that view known or get that question answered. We 
perform this service on a regular basis for Members of Congress. We 
get pressured from Members of Congress on many occasions on this 
sort of thing. And it is a perfectly normal part of the governmental 
process. 

I do not think it is inappropriate for a Member of Congress or a 
member of his staff to want to know about a grant or push for a 
particular grant that is going to benefit that Congressman’s or that 
Senator’s constituents. He is representing his constituents. But it does 
sometimes result in pressures being brought to bear, and it does result 
in some cases in decisions being changed, but that is not all bad be- 
cause sometimes the information that the Member of Congress is 
bringing to us is something that no one really knew about or con- 
sidered adequately. 

So all we were really trying to do was afford the same opportunity 
to converse with the executive branch in a responsible manner with 
State officials and campaign officials. 

Mr. Hamilton. In this regard, I asked you earlier whether or not 
it was the intention of the program that grants should go to politically 
desirable target areas or groups even though those areas or groups 
were less worthy in terms of programmatic considerations. And I 
believe you said, “No.” I would like to read you a passage from Mr. 
Horton’s memorandum of June 23, 1971 [exhibit 8] ; first, on page 2. 
This is the passage that Senator Montoya referred to earlier under 
the heading, “Initiating Grants.” 

In addition to designating “must” grants from pending applications, there 
may be occasions in which political circumstances require a grant to be generated 
for a locality. Once such a locality is identified by the campaign organization, the 
coordinating group would decide what kind of grant would best meet the needs 
and available program resources. 

A campaign representative would then inform the appropriate local official 
what to submit. When submitted, it, of course, would be designated a must. 

Turning over to page 3, reading under the heading “Dealing With 
the Departments.” 

Gifford must be flexible on pushing a “must” grant in case it turns out to be 
substantively irresponsible or an obvious waste of Government funds relative 
to other pending grants. In such cases Gifford should weigh the substantive 
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drawbacks and risk of adverse publicity against the expected political benefits, 
consulting with others as needed. 

He should then make a final decision on whether the grant is to be approved. 
Also in order to minimize the risk of embarrassment to the President the volume 
of grants designated “musts” in any one department should be limited. 

Now, is it fair to say that these passages that I have just read to 
you advocate that, in some instance, a grant which is substantively 
irresponsible or is an obvious waste of Government funds relative to 
other pending grants should be approved if the expected political 
benefits of the grant are high enough? Is that a fair reading? 

Mr. Malek. Absolutely not. As I pointed out earlier, this is a memo 
that was done back in 1971 by a member of my staff. It never con- 
stituted a plan that we acted on. I don’t even know whether I approved 
it personally or even submitted it to Mr. Ilaldeman. It is simply the 
work of a member of my staff in responding to a concern on Mr. Halde- 
man’s part that we weren’t doing the right kind of job in gaining 
political credits for the grants being made. I explained that earlier. 
I do not feel that this particular piece of paper is representative of 
either the intent or direction that the program ultimately took. 

Mr. Hamilton. So what you are saying is that the Responsiveness 
Program 

Mr. Malek. What I am saying is you have another memo in front 
of you dated March 1972, I believe, which essentially outlines the ap- 
proach that we did take. And that is one that I did forward to Mr. 
Hal deman, I believe. And I am saying this one does not constitute, to 
the best of my recollection, the actual document. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you saying that the Responsiveness Program did 
not have, as a fundamental point, the pushing of grants that were 
politically desirable, that might, be less desirable in terms of program- 
matic consideration ? 

Mr. Malek. What I am saying is that the substance of the memo is 
something that was not acted upon. I am further saying that there 
was never any intent for a grant to be made that was substantively 
irresponsible or a waste of Government funds. 

I do acknowledge that where a grant had political benefits, that be- 
came known to the Committee To Re-Elect, or to Mr. Gifford, or to a 
member of my staff, that this information should be forwarded to the 
department that is going to make the grant, and they should take that 
into account, as well as the many other factors that they take into ac- 
count in considering the award of a grant, just as they take into ac- 
count, and are asked to take into account 200 times a week, the same 
kinds of requests from Members of the Congress. 

Let me clarify one other thing. No one at the White House, includ- 
ing Mr. Gifford, is in the business of making grant decisions, and it 
is not an inconsistency in this memo why it is not an approved docu- 
ment. It is talking about Mr. Gifford making decisions. He did not 
make grant decisions. The departments and agencies make grant 
decisions. 

Mr. Hamilton. No one in the White House was involved in the 
decisions ? 

Mr. Malek. I can’t say that no one in the White House was ever 
involved in any grant decision. But on a normal basis, on those that 
had political interests, the basic decision would have to be made by 
the department. 
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Mr. Hamilton, Do you know of anybody in the campaign committee 
that was involved in grant-making decisions? 

Senator Inouye. May I ask, Mr. Malek, technically I suppose the 
secretary of the department has to sign a certain document to approve 
this grant. But I believe the question is: Was there someone else, not 
in the department, possibly in the White House or in the committee, 
who had sufficient authority to call upon the department head or his 
associates and make a strong suggestion, if I may use that phrase, to 
make this grant ? 

Mr. Malek. Sir, there was an established means by which there 
could be a communication from the White House to a department dis- 
cussing the political impact of a particular grant decision, and the 
person making that contact could, of course, express his opinion as to 
how beneficial it was, and make the case in strong terms. But it was not 
his role or authority to actually make the decision, because lie couldn’t 
possibly be aware of the many tradeoffs involved and couldn’t pos- 
sibly be in a position to judge the quality of the grant application. 

Let me describe how this worked. An idea generated from the 
Committee To Re-Elect the President or from somebody in the field 
organization would be channeled to a member of my staff, who was 
assigned to this, or to Mr. Gifford. If it came to a member of my staff, 
it would generally go to Mr. Gifford. And the request, whether it be 
for information or whether it be a strong suggestion for a particular 
grant, would then go to the appropriate department. 

The department would analyse it, and respond with the information, 
if it was just information, or if it was a request to some positive 
action, they would analyze it, determine whether it was possible, and 
generally get back through the member of my staff and Mr. Gifford, 
who initiated it, and would then report that back to the committee. 

That is the way it worked. But I am aware from reading Mr. Maru- 
moto’s testimony at some point that he testified that in some of the 
minority enterprises, business enterprise grants, that he and Mr. 
Armendariz, from the Committee To Re-Elect, had the opportunity 
to review some of these before they were made. I am aware of that 
testimony, and I am not in a position to either affirm it or refute it, 
because I really had no knowledge of that. 

But other than that particular piece of testimony that I have read, 
I am not aware of anyone else in the White House signing off or 
making grants of this sort. The one exception to this is in preparation 
of the budget each year; the Office of Management and Budget gets 
involved with the Department of the Interior and the Corps of Engi- 
neers on prioritizing and deciding on the reclamation and water con- 
struction grants that are going to be made for a given year. These 
are major projects, major commitments of funds. But that is a tradi- 
tional OMB function and not something that the White House is very 
heavily involved in. 

Senator Inouye. In other words, Mr. Malek, as far as you are con- 
cerned, you have never called any department and strongly suggested 
the approval of any grant? 

Mr. Maleic. I have on one occasion called a department Under 
Secretary to ask that he get personally involved in trying to work out 
a grant that had been brought to my attention by a campaign official. 
This was the situation in Los Angeles where a Model Cities grant to 
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a Mexican American group in East Los Angeles was pending, and had 
been widely publicized, and everybody knew in the community it was 
pending, but it had been held up by the local HUD officials because 
of some local political squabble between the leaders of the black com- 
munity and the leaders of the Mexican American community. And I 
called Mr. Van Dusen at HUD and told him about this, as it had been 
relayed to me by our California reelect chairman, and asked if he would 
personally look into it to see if that problem could be worked out, 
and if the grant didn’t in effect have the merit it was said to have, to 
see if he could work out the problem so it could be processed. This is 
the only occasion that I can recall having called the Department per- 
sonally on a grant. In this case, I believe he did intervene and went 
out to Los Angeles and looked into it. And I believe he was able to 
work out the problem, and a very meritorious program was brought to 
bear. 

Also, I might add, it was politically beneficial because, again, we 
were doing something for an underserved group. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think I have, one question pending, and that is 
whether it was not a tenet of the Responsiveness Program that an 
irresponsible grant or a grant that would be a waste of Government 
funds would be approved if it were politically beneficial, irrespective 
of this particular memorandum we are talking about. 

Air. Malek. No, Mr. Hamilton. It was not an intent of the Respon- 
siveness Program that anything be approved that would be either sub- 
stantively irresponsible or a waste of Government funds. 

Mr. Hamilton. And you would have disapproved anything of that 
nature ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did anyone who read the Horton memorandum of 
June 23, 1971, express disapproval to you as to the contents of that? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall that anybody did. They could have. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did anyone express disapproval to Mr. Horton of 
his notions in there ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall that I did, but again it was not a memo 
that we acted upon. It was something he had drafted, and he had 
discussed with others, but to the best of my recollection, it was not a 
memo that was acted upon or served as a basis for any action. 

Mr. Hamilton. When he prepared some of the later responsiveness 
memos, like the March 17 document, did you instruct him that the 
notions that he had in the June 23 memo were not acceptable and 
should not be included ? 

Mr. Malek. No, sir. At this point in time, I am not even sure I was 
aware we had an earlier memo. The important thing to me was the 
memo that we had then and which we did submit. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it also part of the Responsiveness Program that 
certain legal or regulatory actions taken by the departments and agen- 
cies should be formulated and taken in accordance with the President’s 
reelection needs? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall that that was intended or not, whether we 
intended that. Well, I guess I don’t recall exactly, but you may have 
it highlighted in one of these papers. But it is quite possible that we 
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did want to have the same sort of liaison with certain regulatory agen- 
cies, although we never set up any contacts or anything like that in the 
regulatory agencies. But it is conceivable when we had a question or 
a request from a campaign official, that we would want to channel it 
to a regulatory agency, just as the Members of Congress have the op- 
portunity to do so. That is conceivable. I don’t recall it, 

Mr, Hamilton, On pages 3 and 4 of the March 17 memo, there are 
several headings. The first is “Suggested action,” Then right under 
that is “Departmental action.” Then there is a section called 
“Guidelines,” 

Under guidelines, there are three or four sentences I would like to 
read. 

As a first step, the departments should be given clear guidelines covering the 
political priorities, the types of operating decisions which are to be included in 
the program, and the procedures for planning and tracking progress. 

The political priorities would be spelled out in terms of key States and major 
voting bloc groups upon which departmental action could have an impact. The 
departments would be updated as needed, as the political priorities evolve. 

Next the types of activities covered under this program would be discussed. 
The major ones, of course, are positive decisions, e.g. project grants, contracts, 
loans, subsidies, procurement and construction projects, and negative actions, e.g., 
taking legal or regulatory action against a group or governmental body, major 
cutbacks in programs and relocation of department operations. 

Now, focusing on that last sentence where you describe “negative 
actions,” and include as an example the taking of legal or regulatory 
actions against a group of governmental bodies, is it fair to say that 
this passage indicates that controlling or directing legal or regulatory 
action was part of the responsiveness program ? 

Mr. Maleic. Let me start first by defining, We are talking about 
Cabinet departments or executive branch agencies, operating agencies. 
We are not talking about regulatory actions here. We are talking about, 
agencies like SBA or EPA, but not agencies like FPC or FCC. We are 
talking about operating agencies. 

As I can best recall, I don’t believe anything was ever suggested 
to a department in the nature of a legal regulatory action. Although 
the intent here was that, again, there be a channel for communicating 
concerns or getting questions answered concerning these kinds of mat- 
ters, the same as in connection with the grants. 

Mr, Hamilton. Is it your testimony then that the affecting of legal 
or regulatory actions by the departments or the agencies was not part 
of the Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Malek. I do not recall any actions that were taken to affect 
legal or regulatory actions. However, at the same time, I am sure that 
if we had a concern expressed by a campaign official, just as we would 
if we had a concern expressed by a Member of Congress concerning a 
legal or regulatory action of a department or agency, that we would 
forward it in the same way, that information in the same way to that 
department or agency for their consideration and response, 

Mr. Hershman, I would like to establish a difference between a 
campaign official and a Member of Congress. I believe it would be the 
legitimate right of a Member of Congress to inquire concerning mat- 
ters which affect his constituency ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 
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Mr. Hershmax. So how does it become a right of a member of the 
reelection committee ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, tell me how it is a right of the Member of Con- 
gress? Why does a Member of Congress have the right to — I don’t 
really know if he has a statutory right to interfere in the executive 
actions to the point of pressing for a particular grant or holding up a 
hearing on a particular bill that the administration is interested in, 
until the grant to his project is made. I don’t know what statutory 
authority a Member of Congress has, but it is done all the time. 

Mr. Hershmax. You see no difference between 

Mr. Malek. I am trying to find what the first is. I do see a differ- 
ence. A Member of Congress is elected by the people to represent those 
people. A campaign official is not. There certainly is a difference. 

I think it is demeaning to the Congress to answer any other way. 
But certainly I do feel that a Member of Congress has a right to in- 
quire into the activities of a department or agency, and to inquire or 
even press for a particular grant because he oftentimes has informa- 
mation at his command that people in the department may not have. 
I think that is established, and in my view that is proper. Whether 
it is statutorily his role or not, I don’t know. I am not a lawyer and 
haven’t studied it. So certainly there is a difference between a Member 
of Congress who is elected by the people. 

Mr. Hershmax. You have certainly well explained the respon- 
sibility on the part of a Member of Congress in these areas. I would like 
for you to explain the responsibility on the part of members of the 
Committee To Re-Elect in these areas. 

Mr. Malek. If any member of the public were to write me a letter 
or to write a letter to any White House staff official asking about the 
status of a particular grant or making a case for a particular grant, 
that letter would be responded to. It would be forwarded to the de- 
partment. The department would prepare a response, and we would 
answer the man’s question. 

If he had a particular point of view to bring to bear, that would 
be sent to the program official of the department, eventually, so that 
he could look at it and respond to it. All we were doing was insuring 
that there was a way for a reelection compaign official to communicate 
in this same way but faster, and with a little better chance of getting 
a rapid response and insure that consideration be given in a timely 
manner. 

I think it is the right of any American to be able to express his 
views to his Government, or to expect an effort from his Government 
about where a particular grant is in the process or whatever. What 
I am saying is, I don’t think there is anything wrong essentially with 
someone requesting the same information; any American in a posi- 
tion to request. And all Ave were doing Avas setting up a mechanism 
to insure that expeditious handling Avas gh T en to the requests that were 
being generated by the campaign official. 

Mr. Hershmax. Don’t you consider the motivations of the Amer- 
ican public, who makes an inquiry, a bit different from the motivations 
of those in a political organization? 

Mr. Malek. There are some differences. I think requests from the 
American public are basically looking to their own self-interest. If 
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somebody makes a case for a particular grant, he wants that grant to 
be awarded, and it probably benefits him or people he is associated 
with in some way. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to show you another memorandum, that was 
not to you or by you, from Peter Millspaugh to Harry Flemming. The 
reason I show it to you is that it mentions Mr. Horton was participat- 
ing in some of the discussions involving patronage, which is the topic 
of this memorandum, and it was also written on June 23, 1971, which 
is the same date as the Horton memorandum we have been discussing. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 9.*] 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you look at this and see if you have seen 
this, if you are familiar with this? 

Mr. Malek. I am not familiar with the memorandum. This is the 
first time I have seen it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you look at the third page, at the document 
that is attached, and is entitled “The Basic Types of Patronage” ? It 
may be the fourth page. 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hamilton. Have you ever seen this document before? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall ever seeing it before. 

Mr. Hamilton, Let me ask you a question related to this document, 
the document that is entitled “The Basic Types of Patronage.” It lists 
jobs, revenues, and then point three is “Execution of Federal law 
(resides mainly in Department of Justice whose interpretive power 
touches every vested interest).” Would you consider the execution 
of Federal law a type of patronage? 

Mr. Malek. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Hamilton. So you are saying you would disagree? 

Mr. Malek, I strongly disagree with that. 

Mr. Hamilton. With the conclusion reached in this particular 
memorandum ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Senator Inotjye. If I may, since you are on this page. On the second 
item, “revenue,” would you consider these to be legitimate, such as 
bank deposits? 

Mr. Malek, No, sir. 

Senator Inolye. Contracts as patronage? 

Mr. Malek. No, sir. 

Senator Inch ye. Grants? Subsidies to the needy? 

Mr. Malek. I don't think any of these things are appropriate uses 
of patronage, as I understand patronage. I define patronage as giving 
preference to the party in power, and the supporters. And I don’t think 
it would be appropriate in any of these. 

In terms of jobs, on the top, I think it is appropriate for a President 
and his appointees also to appoint people of his political persuasion 
and philosophy in an effort to get a philosophy consistent within an 
administration. To the extent that can be considered patronage, I 
would agree, but I would not agree with any of the things listed under 
revenue. 

Senator Inouye, How about No. 5 ; travel? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I really don’t know what he means there. 

* See p. 8358, 
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Senator Inotjye. I would suppose, in order to be within the law if 
one is to attend an international conference, he has to be appointed 
by the President or some delegate. Was the appointment of the dele- 
gate a basic type of patronage to represent the United States? 

Mr. Malek. Again, Senator, I would have to say that while the 
qualifications of an individual would and should be the primary con- 
sideration, that as in personnel appointments the President or his other 
major appointees could be expected to appoint people to these delegates 
who, again, represent his political philosophy. 

Senator Inotjye. I know it is done all the time. 

Mr. Freedman. Could you identify for the record who Peter Mills- 
paugh was in the White House? 

Mr. Malek. Peter Millspaugh worked for Harry Flemming at the 
White House, and then when Mr. Flemming left, he became an assist- 
ant to Harry Dent. 

Mr. Freedman. And his function was ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I am not too familiar. Under Mr. Flemming, he 
was involved in patronage, personnel/patronage activities, and I don’t 
really know what he did under Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Freedman. And Mr. Flemming handled personnel matters be- 
fore you did? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Senator Inotjye. Mr. Horton, did he work for Mr. Haldeman? 

Mr. Malek. Well, he worked for me, sir. He was an assistant to me. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, I would like to ask you a few questions 
now about the operation of the White House personnel office and its 
relationship to the campaign and the Responsiveness Program. In re- 
gard to the campaign, what was the role of the White House personnel 
office ? 

Mr. Malek. In personnel matters we are talking about ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Malek. As I recall it, there was no really strong relationship 
between the campaign and tbe White House personnel operation, al- 
though we did encourage the leadership of the campaign to suggest 
appointments that would be politically beneficial. As a practical fact, 
they didn’t really come up with any, not many suggestions. 

We did in addition to that, however, work in our own regard to 
support the President’s reelection primarily by trying to appoint 
people to advisory commissions or full-time positions who, while 
qualified, also represented groups that would gain political benefits. 
I hate to keep going back to the Spanish-speaking Americans, but I 
think this is a very good example of where we did appoint a number 
of very fine people of Spanish-speaking Mexican descent to high-level 
posts in the administration with, frankly, a dual intent : one, to tap 
what had heretofore been an underutilized resource, but at the same 
time to gain political credit amongst Spanish-speaking people around 
the country. 

We had a similar program going on with women which Ms. Franklin 
headed. Again, it was a dual kind of mission, dual kind of purpose. 
One was to tap an underutilized resource, mainly women w T ho had been 
given the same opportunity as men to grow into executive positions, 
and the second was to appeal politically to women by demonstrating 
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the administration’s concern and desire to use women in high positions. 
We did the same thing with blacks, and to a lesser degree with other 
minority groups. 

Senator Inouye. We will stand in recess subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
later the same day.] 

Afternoon Session 

Mr. Hamilton. I think we ought to backtrack just a bit because, I 
believe, I asked you one question about the function of the White House 
personnel office in the campaign before we broke, and I believe you 
gave an answer, but I think it might be well, since this is a new sub- 
ject, to ask you that question again for Senator Talmadge’s benefit. 

Mr. Maleic. The function of the personnel office at that time, with 
relationship to the Committee To Re-Elect the President, was rather 
minimum. We did suggest to personnel at the committee that they sug- 
gest people for appointment to jobs or advisory commissions and the 
like and that we would consider those — that they might be politically 
beneficial. In point of fact, they did not come up with too much. At the 
same time — and we are talking now, Mr. Hamilton, are we not, about 
principally personnel as related to the support of the campaign ? 

Mr. Hamilton. That is right. 

Mr. Malek. We also engaged in several programs to help bring 
representatives of various minority groups into the Government, into 
high-level positions. We did this with women, we did this for Span- 
ish-speaking, for blacks, for other minorities with really a dual in- 
tent. One, to capitalize on what had been, in our view, an underutilized 
resource in many of these areas. These people had not been used enough 
and, secondly, by bringing people into positions of this sort, it did 
provide political benefits because it demonst rated our concern and our 
interest and belief in the particular group represented. 

Mr. Hamilton. During campaign time and, in fact, before the 
campaign began, were the departments and agencies asked to consider 
individuals for career jobs, for civil service jobs on the basis of politi- 
cal considerations? 

Mr. Malek. The main focus of our activity was on non-civil-service 
jobs, so-called schedule C posts. We would, at the same time, refer re- 
quests or recommendations to the departments for career positions, but 
in these cases, the individuals had to compete and qualify under the 
normal Civil Service Commission regulations and standards. These 
would include the many recommendations we — in the main, it would 
include recommendations from the Congress, I would say. If I had to 
break out the 400 or so requests each month we got for employment, I 
would say 75 percent of them would come from Members of Congress 
who would have a constituent or a friend or someone who they would 
be suggesting for Federal employment, and would like the White House 
to give special attention to. These might be for career, they might be 
nonoareer jobs, and we would normally forward these to the depart- 
ments or agencies and ask them consider it and to review the files, 
review the person’s qualifications, and be responsive to the Member 
of Congress originating the request. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Were the departments asked to take into considera- 
tion political affiliation or political benefit to the President’s reeleotion 
in hiring career personnel? In other words, competitive service 
personnel ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not recall ever asking the departments to consider 
political persuasion in hiring career people. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show vou a few documents. The first docu- 
ment I would like to show you is a form — the particular document, 
and. Senator, we will show you one also, dated August 30, 1971. 
I am just concerned about the form of it right now, Mr. Malek. This 
particular document is a memorandum for Han Kingsley from Clark 
MacGregor. Subject: William Edward Bennett. Was this form a 
standard form that was used to refer people to your office? 

[ The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 10.*] 

Mr. Malek. Yes; I believe this form was developed and distributed 
to certain members of the White House staff so that there would be a 
consistent way of recommending someone. Now Clark MacGregor was 
responsible for relationships with the Congress, and therefore, before 
we would act on any recommendation from the Congress, we would 
want to gain the opinion of those who deal with the Congress on a 
daily basis and would have a better insight into what the particular 
Member of Congress had in mind and how important it was to him. 
And they would indicate on this form — now. in practice, I don’t think 
the form was used all that much because — not because we didn’t want 
it to be. I think people just didn’t conform to the use of the form. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was this form used outside the White House? For 
example, was this form distributed to CRP ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall that it was. I don’t think that it was. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it was just used within the White House proper? 

Mr. Malek. I believe so. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now. if you look at section 4 of this form, there is 
a heading entitled “Value of Placement to the President Politically.” 

Y *V. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And then there were four categories. The first one : 
“Highest political value, must place”; second: “High political value, 
nlace if possible”; third: “Moderate political value, handle courteous- 
ly” ; and the fourth : “Little political value, handle routinely.” 

In other words, you are asking the people who referred individuals 
to make a judgment as to the political value to the President of place- 
ment. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. You have to understand, again, that roughly three- 
quarters of the recommendations were coming from Members of Con- 
gress and a good portion of the others from other elected officials, and 
tve wanted to have some sense as to, really, how important it was to the 
Member of Congress. If, for example, a Senator or a Congressman 
in either part was making a recommendation, many times they would 
be making a recommendation just as a courtesy to a constituent who 
said. “I want a job.” 

In other cases, they would be making a recommendation based on 
some very deep personal conviction that this person was highly worthy 
and they would feel very strongly about it, in which case, it would be 


* See d. 8363. 



8227 


of high political value to the President to try to respect the judgment 
and recommendation of that particular Member of Congress. And 
that is, essentially, what they were trying to do here. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask you about the second document that I. 
gave you. This is another form, and this particular form is dated 
May 14, 1973, and it is to Mr. A1 Kaupinen — I guess that is how you 
pronounce it? It is K-a-u-p-i-n-e-n — who at this time was at the GSA. 
I believe Mr. Kaupinen previously had been at the Committee To 
Re-Elect? 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. II. 1 ] 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. 

Mr. Hamilton. It is from a Mr. William Lamont, and it refers to a 
referral of Stuart Weeks. Was this form the form you used to make 
referrals from the White House to the agencies and departments? 

Mr. Malek. I have never seen this particular form before. And I 
do not believe it was ever used when I was in the White House. It seems 
to me to be a new innovation since I left that post. 

Mr. Hamilton. So this was not used when you were in charge of the 
personnel office? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t believe it was. I can’t say that some of my staff 
might not have used it. I have never seen it before. 

Mr, Hamilton. Referring to this form, it does say on here “This 
candidate deserves a must, high priority, courtesy, or routine referral” 
consideration for a position in your agency. 

Is it true that even if this form was not used, that you were instruct- 
ing the agencies and departments when you referred names to them, 
whether or not the placement was a “must” political placement, or a 
“high priority” political placement 

Mr. Malek. During my tenure in that particular position, we did 
use the term “must place” occasionally. Rather than taking that 
literally, it meant that it was the highest priority and that we would 
want the agency to search very hard for an appropriate position, 

Mr. Hamilton. So, in other words 

Mr. Malek. But let me point out, there were many cases when we 
would send a “must place” to an agency and it would come back say- 
ing this person just doesn’t qualify and we cannot comply. So it 
wasn’t a “must place” in terms that it alwavs was com pi ied with. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you and the Senator another document, 
and this is from Stan Anderson to Mack Warren, who I believe was 
at GSA. Mack Warren, at GSA, from Stan Anderson. Senator Tal- 
madge, for your benefit, Mr. Anderson worked for Mr. Malek at the 
White House. This is dated November 9, 1971, and the subject is a 
Mr. Leslie Cohen, and this indicates that Mr. Cohen is rated as a “1” 
or “must” placement. Would this be an example of the type of memo- 
randum that would go out from the White House suggesting that 
someone was a “must” political placement? 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 12. 2 ] 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know if this is an example of something that 
happened frequently or not, Mr. Hamilton. My staff would communi- 
cate with the agencies on these. I didn’t audit their correspondence or 


1 See p. 8364. 

2 See p. 8365. 
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how they did it. They probably did it sometimes by telephone. I really 
don’t know how they would normally communicate it. 

Mr. Hamilton. But the basic question is, whether or not your staff 
was asking the agencies and departments to take into consideration 
political considerations in hiring, and I take it the answer to that is 
yes. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Malek. Now, I think we have to differentiate here. There are 
two different ways to approach this. One would be to say that for 
this particular career position, we want you to hire this person because 
of his political — the political advantages, regardless of who else is 
qualified, or whether that person we are recommending is qualified. 
That, we were not doing. What we were doing in the case of a career 
position is we would be submitting the name of a person to a depart- 
ment and asking them to determine where this person would be quali- 
fied to serve. And then, once determining that, that they were qualified 
and competitive, to serve in that position, to try to get them into it. 

So, what we were really doing is facilitating the personnel process 
in getting somebody in that door, where, without the political push, 
they may not have been getting into the door. But we were not inter- 
fering with the competitive process of filling a particular position. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware of the special referral units at 
GSA and HUD that have been the subject of publicity lately ? Are you 
familiar with those referral units? 

Mr. Malek. I’m aware of the referral units. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you aware that the Civil Service Commission, 
now, has under investigation violation of the civil service laws in 
reference to those two units? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I’m aware of that. I’ve read the newspaper 
accounts, and I am aware of those. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you know that the White House personnel office 
was dealing with those referral units? 

Mr. Malek. That had been my impression, but I did not follow the 
White House personnel office activities for the last 14 or 15 months 
or so since I have been with OMB. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I think that some of the instances referred to 
are in 1972, or during the campaign. 

Mr. Malek. I see. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you know, contemporaneously, that the White 
House personnel office was dealing with the special referral units in 
GSA and HUD in making political recommendations? 

Mr. Malek. It depends on what you are talking about. The special 
referral units that were established after the election in GSA and 
HUD are something that I did not have any experience in dealing 
with. 

On the other hand, while I was in the White House, we did have 
an organization in almost every department which handled noncareer 
personnel appointments. They were established for that purpose. Also, 
for the purpose of handling the patronage requests that we would 
forward on to the departments. Almost every department or agency 
had a unit, varying in size, from 1 person up to 8 or 10 people, who 
would handle and process these kinds of requests. The referral units 
that you speak of at GSA and HUD, I believe, were outgrowths of 
what had existed before. 
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Mr, Hamilton. Are you saying that before the campaign, that these 
referral units were not handling career personnel? Competitive service 

personnel ? 

Mr. Malek. No ; I am not saying that. What I am saying is that these 
referral units existed throughout much of the administration and they 
had two purposes. One was to do the screening and assist in the re- 
cruiting and evaluation and placement of people into noncareer posi- 
tions. And, second, to take all of the patronage requests that were 
sent to them directly by the Congress, or through us to them, and fun- 
nel them to the appropriate place in the department for consideration. 
So that if we would forward to them, or if a Congressman would for- 
ward to them, a particular recommendation, they would then either 
evaluate that person for a noncareer position, or if it was determined 
that there were no noncareer positions and that a career position was 
desired, and it was important to place the person, they would then 
circulate that person through the department so that he could be eval- 
uated for various career positions. And, if he qualified, and was com- 
petitive, for one of them, brought on board. 1 think that is a distinction. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it your understanding that the referral units 
in the various agencies were to give special consideration to names sent 
over by the White House that were designated “must” ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. Yes; they were to be given special consideration. 
Absolutely. But the special consideration was not in competition for 
a specific job, but to insure that the person was exposed to a range of 
jobs for which he or she was qualified. 

Mr. Hamilton. All right. Now, this is a little bit redundant, I be- 
lieve, to some questions Senator Inouye asked, but it is true, is it not, 
that the information regarding the Responsiveness Program was to be 
kept secret from the general public? 

Mr. Malek. That was the intent. 

Mr. Hamilton. And it is also true, isn’t it, that the plan was that 
if this material was leaked that certain steps would be taken to dis- 
associate the White blouse ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, the plan really was to disassociate the White 
House as much as possible from the beginning, so that if it did become 
public knowledge the White House would not be associated. 

Mr. Hamilton. But if there was a leak, isn’t it fair to say that there 
would be an affirmative disassociation that the White House was in- 
volved in this program? 

Mr. Malek, No ; I don’t think that is fair to say. It would depend — 
I can’t answer that hypothetically. The leak might have involved the 
White House directly, for example, and if it did not, I do not know 
what the response would have been. I was not in the communications 
business there. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read from the March 17 memo [exhibit 4] , the 
basic document, at page 6 — I am reading under “Possible Drawbacks” 
and I am reading item 1: 

The most significant drawback of the program Is, of course, the risk of adverse 
publicity. Naturally steps would be taken, one: to insure that information about 
the program itself and the departmental plans would not be leaked; and two: 
keep the President and the White House disassociated with the program in the 
event of a leak. 

Does this paragraph accurately state your plans in regard to mini- 
mizing adverse publicity? 
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Mr. Malek. Yes. But to amplify on that — “keep the President and 
the White House disassociated ... in the event of a leak” — again, 
here, we are talking about things to be done beforehand, not disavowals 
that might take place- after the fact. And it goes on to amplify, that 
written communications would be kept to a minimum, and so forth. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it part of the program that the White House 
would supply the departments and the agencies political guidelines as 
to how their agency action, departmental action, should be tailored? 
Is that fair? 

Mr. Malek. That is a very broad statement and it is impossible to 
say whether it was fair unless you define it. Let me put it in my own 
w'ords. The intent of the program was to furnish the agencies with 
political guidelines which consisted of informing them of where the 
close, and therefore, key States would be; what some of the swing 
constituent groups would be, in total; and within those States; and 
then to ask them to focus speaking engagements ; focus their efforts in 
terms of publicizing grant releases, and the like, in those particular 
areas. 

Mr. Hamilton. I was referring in my question— I will be as specific 
as I can- — to page 3 of the March 17 memo, under the heading “Guide- 
lines” where you say — where the author says : 

As a first step, the departments should be given clear guidelines covering the 
political priorities, the types of operating decisions that are to be included in the 
program, and the procedures for planning and tracking progress. 

I take it that is a fair statement of what you intended? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, is it a fact that you and vour staff held a num- 
ber of meetings with Cabinet officials, agency officials, and their chief 
aides to explain the Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. I met with most members of the Cabinet, with 
heads of a number of other agencies, and in two or three instances, at 
their request, with members of their staffs afterwards, to discuss 
with them the campaign — the key States that our polls showed would 
be swing States, showed them maps outlining these, talking about what 
some of the key voter groups would be in those States, talking about 
the need for them to be sensitive to this and to try to do as much 
speaking as they can on the President’s behalf in these areas. And to 
try to publicize grants in these areas; to look for opportunities to 
better serve in an intensified way the groups in these areas; to think 
about issues that were a margin that could present problems or could 
be of great concern to the various constituent groups we were con- 
cerned with; to think in advance as to how these issues ought to be 
handled in order to be most responsive to these groups ; and to provide 
the most political gain for the President. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were other members of your staff, like Frank Her- 
ringer, Stanton Anderson, and Robert Davison also involved in these 
departmental meetings and agency meetings ? 

/ Mr. Malek. I don’t recall whether they came to the meetings with 
the Cabinet officers, or agency heads. I think they did. They went to 
some of them, but I am not sure they came to all of them. I do not 
recall pi-ecisely, however. 

Mr. Gifford participated with me in some of these, and I believe I 
had — as I think about it, to the best I can recall — I did have a member 
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of my staff who was going to kind of deal with that department, 
come with me where it was possible, 

Mr. Hamilton. You divided your staff up so that certain people 
would deal with certain departments and agencies? 

Mr. Maleii. That is correct, that is correct. They had been divided 
up. That was not a new thing. They were divided up in that way in 
dealing with the agencies on personnel matters. And so I believe I did 
bring them along and then in many instances they would have a follow- 
up meeting with the person that the head of the agency designated as 
kind of the contact point for the agency and I believe I provided you 
earlier with a list of those. 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes, you did, Now, in those meetings, did you use as 
a visual aid a color-coded map of the United States that indicated 
where the target areas were and the target groups ? 

Mr. Maleic. Yes, yes, exactly. 

Mr. Hamilton. And I take it the departments and agencies were 
asked to gear their programs to impact in those particular areas? 

Mr. Maleic. Well, not just their programs, but their publicity, 
their speaking engagements. And your resources can go only so far. 
A Department like HEW, I don’t lcnow, makes maybe 10,000 grants a 
year, you can’t really take each one of those and make it a major pub- 
lic relations success. So we would want them to focus on these States, 
and, as grants are coming out, to try to get them announced in such a 
way that it gets a little publicity and gains political credit. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that the departments and agencies 
were asked, to the extent possible, to redirect their grants into those 
areas ? 

Mr. Maleic, I don’t think it would be fair to say they were asked to 
“redirect” their grants. It would be fair to say that it was suggested 
that they look to these areas for opportunities for programs or initia- 
tives that would have real political vitality and would serve the 
people well. And, consequently, win a certain amount of favor for the 
administration. 

Mr. Hamilton. The March 17 memo that we referred to earlier talks 
about “redirecting” and “rechanneling” grants. I believe, on page 4, 
the first two paragraphs, talk about rechanneling and redirecting. 

Mr. Maleic. Now, which date is this memo? 

Mr. Hamilton. March 17 — I’m sorry, that is the wrong page. Page 2. 
Excuse me. 

Mr. Maleic. And where are you reading ? 

Mr. Hamilton. The second paragraph talks about the Commerce 
Department grants which could be redirected in some manner. And 
then the last sentence in the second paragraph says “Even if only 5 
percent of this amount can be rechanneled to impact more directly on 
target groups and geographic areas, it would be a substantial increase 
over current efforts.” 

Were departments and agencies asked to redirect or rechannel 
grants to impact on target groups and areas? 

Mr. Maleic. I cannot recall ever asking departments or agencies to 
redirect or rechannel. I do recall outlining where the key States were 
and asking that emphasis be given to these areas, but I do not recall 
having asked anyone to redirect or rechannel. I cannot say for sure 
that I did not. But I cannot recall ha ving done that. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if any of your staff members made 
those types of requests ? 

Mr. Malle. No, I do not know whether they did, or at least I 
cannot recall ever having — now, we are talking on a broad basis, as 
broad guidance to the agencies ; and I cannot recall that being a gen- 
eral policy that we were pushing. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were the departments and agencies asked to sensi- 
tize their appointees, especially those in the regions, to the political 
priorities of the election so that they could take actions that would 
have an impact on the election ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. After the departments and agencies were briefed, 
did you brief Mr. Mitchell on the Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Malek. I think that I did. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe that I have already shown you this memo- 
randum. Senator, we have a lot of memorandums ; this is the one I am 
talking about right here. 

Mr. Freedman. It is exhibit 7. 

Mr. Hamilton. It is tab 5 in the book you have. And there is a brief- 
ing paper attached to this memorandum. Does this briefing paper ac- 
curately reflect the briefing that the Attorney General was given ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I haven’t had a chance to look at it. Slay I just 
glance through it ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes, you may glance through it quickly. It’s just five 
pages, double spaced. 

Mr. Malek. This probably clearly represents the events I discussed 
with Mitchell. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. Did you and your staff also meet with a number 
of State chairmen for the Committee To Re-Elect and explain to them 
the Responsiveness Program? To refresh your recollection on this, let 
me give you a memorandum, dated June 14, 1972, that is to you from 
Stan Anderson and Rob Davison. Have you got another copy of this, 
Gordon? 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 13. 1 ] 

Mr. Malek. I will give it back to you. 

Mr. Hamit, ton. All right. This indicates that, there would be a brief- 
ing of State chairmen. You notice that — I believe you have a hand- 
written note at the top. 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I believe we did talk to the State chairmen about 
the desirability of generating ideas or thinking about this in a field. As 
is indicated here, we didn’t really get too much, we hadn’t been getting 
much response. We only had one request — this was June 14 — we only 
had one request to date from the State chairmen. It wasn’t something 
that they were really set up to do too effectively. Most of the requests 
that, we processed came from the Members of the Congress. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. Did you and your staff in May of 1972, meet 
with the directors of the various constituent groups and voter blocs 
and explain to them the Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I believe we did explain it at that time. 

Mr. Hamilton. I have a memorandum here from you to Mr. Halde- 
man, which talks about the results of a Camp David meeting. 


1 See p. 8366, 
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[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 14 ’] 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it that this memorandum accurately reflects 
what happened at Camp David, and also reflects the attendees at the 
meeting. 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I believe it does. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, attached to this memorandum — I don’t believe 
it is attached to the one you have; we put it with a different tab — 
is a briefing paper that apparently was used for briefing the directors 
of the voter bloc groups. Does this briefing paper accurately reflect the 
briefing that was given to voter bloc groups? 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 15. 1 2 ] 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall exactly how we presented this, so I don’t 
know if this accurately reflects it or not. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you familiar with this particular document ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I must be, because I see what looks like my writ- 
ing on page 5 of it. 

Mr. Hamilton. On page 4, it states : “Each of you should be alert to 
opportunities to utilize the resources of the incumbency to improve our 
position with your constituent group.” 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it that the voter bloc directors were informed 
that they should be alert to use the incumbency ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. And examples, I think, that follow that — awarding 
of grants, announcing a new project; need for a speaker from the De- 
partment and so forth — we wanted to think about those kinds of 
things, where they could use a speaker on a certain issue, or where an- 
nouncing a new project in a major way would be helpful or a grant 
that was in process could be particularly beneficial. We did encourage 
them to make these kinds of things known so that they could be con- 
sidered with all of the other factors in arranging schedules and the 
like. And in actual practice, it really didn’t come up with a whole lot 
of ideas, but I suppose there were some that were generated. 

Mr. Freedman. Mr. Malek, were there staff people from the White 
House attending the meeting who also had responsibility in the con- 
stituent groups ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, there were. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were the voter bloc people asked to submit names 
from their constituent groups that perhaps could be placed in the 
administration ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know if we asked them, how we made the request, 
but I would guess that we suggested one of the things that could be 
done was to appoint people to positions or advisory commissions, and 
ask them to develop suggestions for us. 

Mr. Hamilton. On page 3- — actually, it it the third from the last 
page, under the heading “Personnel” 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton, [continuing]. There is a line that goes, “I would 
suggest you give this possibility some thought and try to come up with 
a list of 10 or so persons from your group that you would like to see 
placed.” 


1 See p. 8367. 

2 See p. 8370. 
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Mr. Malek. I dont’ know if those were the words in which it was 
conveyed, but essentially we did ask that they, as I said before, develop 
some ideas of people who could be placed. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. 

Mr. Freedman. To refresh your recollection, I think that you stated 
before that possibly Mr. Anderson and Mr. Herringer gave that brief- 
ing. Is that your understanding ? 

Sir. Malek. Well, I don’t know when I said that, because I really 
don’t recall who gave this particular briefing. 

Mr. Hamilton. Actually, Mr. Malek, on page 2 of exhibit 14 from 
you to Mr. Haldeman, dated June 5, 1972, it says: 

Stan Anderson and Frank Herringer of my staff presented the various pro- 
grams we have initiated to make the bureaucracy more responsive and to take 
advantage of the incumbency to the maximum degree possible. 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I’d like to turn, Mr. Malek, to some of the results of 
the specific activities which came under the Responsiveness Program. 
And I would like to refer you to a June 7, 1972, memorandum from you 
to Mr. Haldeman. Senator, in your book this is item 9. And this is 
entitled, on the inner page, “Responsiveness Program Progress Re- 
port — Confidential, Eyes Only.” Now, who prepared this report? 

("The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 16.*] 

Mr. Malek. It was prepared by my staff. I guess Mr. Anderson and 
Mr. Davison probably prepared it. 

Mr. Hamilton. This report has two parts ; the Responsiveness Pro- 
gram report, and then attached to it there is another document entitled 
“Responsiveness Program, Week Ending June 2, 1972,” which is a 
listing of, I believe, 12 specific “results,” if I can use that word, of the 
Responsiveness Program, through June 2. 1 would like to ask you about 
a few of these. 

Senator Talmadge, I don’t plan to get into all of these specifics, but 
of course if you want to ask about some of the ones that I don’t get 
into, please feel free to do so. The first one I would like to ask about is 
in the second part of this report, the listing of the results. It is DOL-6. 
And this part of the report was prepared by whom, do you believe? 
Is this Mr. Davison’s work ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I can’t tell you for sure. I am just telling you 
the best I can recall. I believe it was, I believe it was Mr. Davison; 
perhaps Davison and Anderson together. But I think it was probably 
more Davison. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read to you from this backup listing of 12 
results, and then read to you from the body of the report. DOL-6 says : 

Migrant Program, Texas. Requested 5/24/72. Senator Tower’s office requested 
that a $2.2 million migrant worker program grant be given to the pro-Adminis- 
tration Lower Rio Grande Valley Development Council, as opposed to the con- 
sortium of OEO/CAP agencies. DOL has already announced that the GEO groups 
have the best proposal. If the Development Council were to receive the grant, 
there would be a significant plus for the Administration, as OEO’s negative voice 
would be silenced, and the Council’s positive feelings toward the Administration 
could be stressed. DOL has told Tower that the grant will be awarded to Tower’s 
choice. Tower will confirm his decision this week. 


* See p. 8380. 
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In the body of the memorandum itself there is a capsulized version 
of this that reads : 

The Department of Labor was asked to award a $2.2 million migrant labor 
program contract in Texas to a pro-Administration group. Labor has already 
publicly committed itself to a consortium of anti-Administration OEO/CAP 
agencies. Labor has reversed its stand. 

I am reading from page 3 of the basic memorandum. Do these state- 
ments, in this memorandum, accurately reflect what happened, to your 
best knowledge? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I recall this incident only quite vaguely and I 
really don’t know whether that is an accurate reflection. I will tell 
you what I do recall. I do recall that Senator Tower’s office had ob- 
jected to this particular grant, and I vaguely recall someone in my 
office, or it could have been Mr. Gifford, I don’t really know who made 
the request, that the Department of Labor reconsider this in light 
of the new information that Senator Tower had brought to bear. And 
that is about all I really do recall. I recall that rather vaguely, be- 
cause I did not get into these particular incidents. They were really — 
my staff really served as a funnel from the Committee To Be-Elect 
to either Gifford or the agencies. And since we were just a funnel 
and weren’t making judgments, I did not get into specific instances. 
But this is one that I do have a vague recollection of. 

Now, it is my understanding, however, that eventually this OEO 
group got the grant. So I am not sure if this is accurate. I really do 
not know whether Tower’s group did get the grant. This is something 
that could be checked easily enough, but I really don’t know. 

I will tell you who might be able to give you more information on 
this, and that is this fellow — I think his name is Adams, from the 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, who someone from the committee initially 
leaked these documents to, because he has researched it rather thor- 
oughly, and he has written a number of followup stories on it and he 
probably would have the most insight into this particular one. 

Mr. Hamilton. For your information, I believe the fact of the mat- 
ter is that eventually the OEO group did get the award, but that the 
award was made after the election; is that correct, Gordon? 

Mr. Freedman. Yes. 

Mr. Malek. That is what I had read in the newspapers. 

Mr. Hamilton. But is it fair to say from the statement here, that 
an attempt was made by members of your staff to award the grant 
to the proadministration group because of the impact that it would 
have on the election ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t think that would be fair to say at all. I 
think it would be fair to say that Senator Tower’s concern about the 
program, the information he wanted to bring to bear on it, was re- 
layed to the Department of Labor. I can’t even tell you if it was re- 
layed from my staff, because all we were doing, really, here, was re- 
porting on something that had come to our attention, and that the 
Department of Labor, upon learning of the Senator’s interest, ap- 
parently did pause to reevaluate. 

Mr. Hamilton. I do not want to quibble with you, but the report 
that was written by Mr. Davison — if he did indeed write this — says : 

If the Development Council were to receive the grant, that would be a signifi- 
cant plus for the Administration, as OEO’s negative voice would be silenced and 
the Council's positive feelings toward the Administration could be stressed. 
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Mr. Malek. Well, I am sure there is some validity to that, but my 
point is, I do not recall that my staff had anything to do with this par- 
ticular one. They may have ; it could have come directly from Senator 
Tower’s office to the Department of Labor, and we might have been 
informed about it. It could have gone through any one of a number of 
channels. All we are doing here really is reporting something that had 
taken place and its impact. 

And, as to what reasons it was delayed, you would have to ask some- 
body in the Department of Labor who made or participated in this 
grant decision. It could have been delayed because of the fact that the 
Senator brought some new information to light that truly did change 
the substantive nature of the competing grants, or it could have been 
out of political consideration. I do not know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, the Responsiveness Program 

Mr. Malek. We did not participate in making grants. I did not, and 
members of my staff did not. We were a funnel for requests and for 
information. 

Mr. Hamilton. The question is, is it fair to say that a contact was 
made with the Department of Labor with the purpose of having Labor 
take an action that, would be beneficial to the President in his reelection 
campaign ? Whether or not the contact produced the results, was the 
contact made with that idea, with that purpose in mind ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, Mr. Hamilton, I really and truly do not know how 
this contact was made. You know, you have talked to members of my 
staff and you have probably asked them the same thing ; but I haven’t 
asked them about these, and it is conceivable that a member of my staff 
did pass this on. But it is also conceivable that it went directly from 
the Senator’s office to the Department. I really do not know. 

Mr. Hamilton. One of the purposes of the Responsiveness Program, 
I believe, as these documents show, was to have the departments take 
steps that would benefit the President’s reeleotion. 

Mr. Malek. If, in fact, the request was made through my staff, their 
purpose in relaying it was to express the Senator’s concern and pass on 
this information. And also they felt that the reconsideration by the 
Department of Labor would also have a benefit for the President’s 
reeleotion. 

Mr. Freedman. I might interject here that these two programs were 
evaluated by the Department of Labor, and the OEO/CAP agencies 
received an 87-percent rating, and the other group, the Development 
Council, received a 68-percent rating. 

Mr. Malek. By the same token, though, we do not know what, evi- 
dence or information Senator Tower brought to bear on the situation. 
He may have some information that was not available to the bureau- 
crats who evaluated this, and this is the case in many requests that we 
get from the Congress. I just don’t know. But I am saying it could have 
been that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let, me read you another one, Mr. Malek, if I might. 
This is in the backup memorandum to the progress report, and it is on 
the fifth page of exhibit 16 : 

HUD-1 : William Meehan, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, requested 3/29/72. Wil- 
liam Meehan, Republican ward leader in Philadelphia has requested that his 
Democratic counterpart, Michael Stack, be prohibited from receiving the sub- 
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stantial compensation he earns as a fee attorney for Fannie May. The impact of 
such action would not be of great benefit to the reelection. It is not possible for 
us to significantly change Mr. (Stack’s earnings, as he is a close friend of Congress- 
man Barrett, a member of the key HUD committee that appropriates funds for 
Fannie Mae. 

Were you asked by Mr. Flemming to see if Mr. Stack’s Fannie May 
earnings could be reduced ? Do you remember that ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t remember how this came to us, but I do 
have a recollection that — of this request being made. I do not recall 
how it came to us, but obviously we concluded that it was not appropri- 
ate and did not pursue it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me refresh your recollection. I have a March 29, 
1972, memorandum to you from Mr. Harry S. Flemming. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 16-A.*] 

It reads like this : 

Our Pennsylvania Committee for the Reelection of the President has brought 
to our attention that Michael Stack, a Democrat ward leader, last year earned 
$58,000 in mortgage foreclosures 

Mr. Malek. That is disgraceful. 

Mr. Hamilton [continues reading] : 

From Fannie May. Mr. Stack happens to be the ward leader in the same ward 
as William Austin Meehan, who is Republican leader in Philadelphia. Meehan 
cannot understand why the type of work that Stack is doing has to be given to 
a Democrat ward leader who is working against our interests. Perhaps a qualified 
Republican could be found who could handle Fannie May business in that par- 
ticular area. Any help your office can give rectifying this situation would be 
helpful. 

Mr. Malek. Well, obviously the request did come from Mr. Flem- 
ming to me, and as stated here, I guess it was hard to understand why 
Mr. Stack earned so much from this. But when we looked into it, we 
did not feel it was appropriate to take action. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it a member of your staff did look into it to 
see whether Mr. Stack’s compensation could be cut down ; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know whether he looked into it with that pur- 
pose. I assume when this came in that I routed this to my man who 
covered HUD, and that he would have either made a call to HUD and 
told them about this and asked them what their opinion was, or just 
sent the memo over saying, “What do you suggest?” or something on 
that order. We would not just jump at this suggestion from somebody 
from the Committee To Re-Elect the President. Rather, we would refer 
it to the department for evaluation. And I assume they came back and 
told us that you really shouldn’t do this ; that he has been doing this 
for some time and in addition to that he is a close friend of a guy who 
gives us all of our money, Congressman Barrett. And consequently 
it did not seem appropriate to take any action. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember who made the contact with HUD ? 

Mr. Malek. No. I am sure we could determine that just by looking 
down the list, which I don’t have available now, of who was covering 
HUD at that time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you think it was Robert Davison? 


* See p. 8387. 
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Mr. Malek. Most likely it was Davison. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. Now, I would like to read you two other ex- 
cerpts from this progress report and the backup document to it. First 
from the backup document, I am reading from page 1 of that document. 

DOL-1 : Local 464 Dock and Wharf Builders, Philadelphia, Pa., requested 
May 10, 1972. Herman Bloom, Spector’s Assistant at the Pa. CRP requested that 
the subpoenaed records of Local 454 be returned. The business agent of the union 
is a Republican supporter and could be very helpful to the Administration in 
impacting the blue collar vote in a key county. The books were returned on 
May 23, 1972, and the union given a clean bill of health. 

And reading from the summary of this, page 2 of the progress 
report : 

The Department of Labor ruled that Local 454, the Dock and Wharf Builders 
Union of Philadelphia, whose steward is an active backer of this Administration, 
was not responsible for the illegal actions of its president. This action was re- 
quested by the Pennsylvania Committee for the Re-election of the President. 
And they report that this action had a very strong impact on the local ethnic 
union members. 

Now, do these two paragraphs accurately reflect what happened? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I have a very vague recollection of this particular 
one. I do have some recollection of the request being made. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember whom it came from ? 

Mr. Malek. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, not to interrupt you, but I have another 
document 

Mr. Malek. Wouldn’t it save time if you would just show me this 
to start with, because I really can’t recall who would bring something 
like that to my attention. 

Mr. Hamilton. This document — Senator, you do not have a copy 
of this, it is dated May 1, 1972. It is to Mr. Malek from A1 Kaupinen — 
and that’s K-a-u-p-i-n-e-n ; subject : Labor problem in Pennsylvania. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 17.*] 

Mr. Hamilton. It is short; I will read the whole text. 

Mr. Herman Bloom, Arlen Spector’s assistant with the Committee for the Re- 
Election of the President in Pennsylvania has had some problems with the 
Department of Labor. Can somebody in your office call Herman Bloom to assist 
him with this problem? 

Do you knoAv who called Mr. Bloom? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t; but I believe Mr. Davison was our liaison 
with the Department of Labor, so lie conceivably could have done it 
or he could have passed it on to the Department to do it. I do not know 
who- — the only thing that I recall from this was that a request was 
made, and I believe, as best I can recall, was that when this was checked 
into, this action had already been taken. In other words, that the 
records had al ready been returned in the normal course of business. 
I do not think there was any affirmative action that needed to be taken. 
That is my recollection of it, although you could probably get a more 
precise answer on exactly what happened if you talked to the people 
at Labor. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that the call was made to Labor 
with intent to see if some affirmative action to benefit the union could 
be taken ? 


* See p. 8388. 
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Mr. Malek. Well, I do not know, because I do not know whether 
this memo could have just been passed on to Labor and asked them to 
look into the problem; or it could have been that Davison called 
Bloom to find out what the problem was, and he then relayed it to the 
Department to determine whether there was any action that could be 
taken. Any one of those scenarios could have happened. I do not know 
which one. 

To amplify that, if the call was made from a member of my staff 
to the Department of Labor after talking to Mr. Bloom, I assume that 
he would have given them Bloom’s side of the story and asked them 
what, in their opinion, the situation was, and what could or should be 
done. But I do not believe the members of my staff were acting as 
advocates, because they were not in a position to know the trade-offs 
involved. They were really in the business of serving as conduits so 
that the people in the departments, who had the kind of substantive 
knowledge to make the trade-offs, could make these kinds of judg- 
ments. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it, since this was done under the auspices of 
the Kesponsiveness Program, the purpose of the phone call would have 
been to have Labor take an action that would have benefited the 
President’s reelection campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. The intent of — the way I see it, and I can’t put intent 
in somebody else’s mind, but the intent that I would have intended it to 
have been, would be that they would be calling to say, “Look, there is a 
political problem that erupted from an activity in your Department 
and we would sure appreciate your taking a look at it, and see what 
appropriately can and should be done about it.” But they are not call- 
ing to say, “You have got to do this,” or anything like that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you think it is proper to bring political circum- 
stances or considerations into a regulatory proceeding before the Labor 
Department ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I think the way our Government works, that 
political considerations, political information, any kind of informa- 
tion that can help in making a valid decision should be put before the 
decisionmaker. 

Mr. Hamilton. Even in a regulatory— — 

Mr. Malek. Was this a regulatory ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe it is. I believe it is a proceeding under the 
Landrum-Griffin Act, because the Labor Department has a regula- 
tory function, just like the 

Mr. Malek. I don’t really know enough about the case. If you know 
that it is a regulatory function — I really don’t know. I see nothing 
wrong with passing on the information that has come into the De- 
partment. Now, they are in a position to determine whether or not 
that information is appropriate. "Whoever passed on the information 
is not in a position, he does not know much, if it is the Landrum- 
Griffin Act he probably doesn’t even know what it is. And he is 
simply passing on information as a conduit. The people in the De- 
partment have to make that j udgment. 

Mr. Hamilton. You do not think it is improper if the person pass- 
ing on the information is attempting to change the outcome of a 
regulatory decision ? 
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Mr. Malek. The person passing on the information is not attempt- 
ing to change the outcome of a regulatory decision. He is serving as a 
conduit to get this information to someone who could more adequately 
weigh the pluses and minuses of any kind of action. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, the person passing it on, if it is a member of 
your staff acting under the auspices of the Responsiveness Program, 
was trying to take action that would benefit the President’s reelec- 
tion in this particular instance. 

Mr. Malek. Only if he is substantively responsible. He is passing it 
on and saying, “This is something that has come to our attention. We 
would like you to look at it.” He is not making any judgment as to 
whether it ought to be done or what the trade-offs are. That is the job 
of the people in the Department who have that responsibility and are 
trained for it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read you another specific from this progress 
report, Mr. Malek. First, reading from the backup document, and then 
reading from the text of the report, and I am reading from the last 
page of the backup document, from an item entitled “EEOC-1, EEOC 
suit of the University of Texas” : 

Senator Tower was informed by vice chairman Holcomb that Ed Pena, director 
of compliance, had recommended to Bill Brown that EEOC sue the University of 
Texas. Brown appeared to agree. If such suit took place, the result would be a 
serious negative impact in a key State. Brown denies that the suit is under con- 
sideration. This should be followed carefully. 

And then turning to the text of this memorandum, at page 3, the 
following paragraph appears : 

We garnered from reliable sources in the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission that the Commission was preparing to sue the University of Texas 
for discrimination in the hiring of faculty. This could be disastrous in Texas. 
When queried, Bill Brown, chairman of EEOC, agreed not to pursue it. I will 
continue to follow this situation closely. 

Do these two paragraphs accurately reflect what happened in regard 
to this EEOC proceeding ? 

Mr. Malek. Well here again, I have a rather vague recollection of 
it, and apparently this so-called reliable source was not too reliable, 
because as I recall it, when contact was made, just to find out whether 
or not this was happening, he informed whoever it was that called 
him that the suit was not under consideration. So apparently the in- 
formation that Senator Tower had received here was incorrect, and I 
believe from what I have read in a newspaper story after these leaked 
documents came out and several people followed up on them. I believe 
that Brown stated the same thing, that this was never something that 
was being considered. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you continue to follow this situation closely? 

Mr. Malek. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that the contact to Mr. Brown, what- 
ever the result of the contact, was made with the intent of trying to 
reach a result in this matter that would be favorable to the administra- 
tion in the reelection campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not think it is realistic to try to place intent here. 
1 think it could have been simply a request for information. There was 
a rumor that was brought to some — this rumor was brought to some- 
one’s attention by Senator Tower. Chairman Brown was called to 
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determine whether the rumor had validity, and he said it did not. 
Now, you are getting awfully hypothetical if you come back and say, 
well, what if he had said it was under consideration, then what ? And 
only then, I think, can you get down to intent, and I do not know then 
what. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, the call was made, I take it, by somebody on 
your staff. And the question was whether you know that the contact 
was made with the intent of affecting the proceeding in a manner that 
would benefit the President’s reelection campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, as I recall, this was one that, I believe, was made 
by a member of my staff. But the call was for information purposes, 
and Brown said that the suit was not under consideration. So there 
was really nothing here to pursue or consider any further. 

Mr. Hamilton. What did you base the statement on page 3 of the 
memorandum, the statement that reads : “When queried, Bill Brown, 
Chairman of EEOC, agreed not to pursue it.” ? 

Mr. Malek. I think that is the author of this paper using a little 
bit of liberty in his choice of words. I believe the backup material more 
accurately defines this situation as it occurred. 

Mr. Schultz. Jim, may I ask something at this point? 

Mr. Hamilton. Sure, please do. 

Mr. Schultz. Does this memorandum contain a little puffing? In 
other words, is there some effort by the writers of this to justify a 
Responsiveness Program ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes ; there is a definite effort here by the people who put 
this together to demonstrate a certain amount of action and organiza- 
tion, perhaps beyond that which, in fact, existed. 

Mr. Schultz. Is it not your recollection that there was an action and 
a response with regard to each and every one of these items listed ? 

Mr. Malek. No; I do not recall that there was an action and a 
response in each one of these. I think in some cases we were simply 
reporting on something that took place that came to our attention. 

Mr. Schultz. And if it was favorable and could be incorporated in 
this Responsiveness Program — that is where I get to the puffing. I 
have the feeling that they are going a little bit further than the facts 
involved, and it fits in, and you can help justify a program, so you 
say this is what we did. And it may not have been done at all. 

Mr. Malek. There is a little bit, I believe, of puffing in it. 

Mr. Hershman. So in other words, your staff members compiled this 
information, including possible exaggerations, sent it to you, and 
you sent it on to Mr. Haldeman, is that correct ? 

Mr. Malek. In some instances the staff member might have been a 
conduit for the information, and in some cases it might have been 
simply something he had been made aware of that came to his atten- 
tion. I cannot tell you which were which precisely, but in essence this 
was an activity that had just gotten underway, and the progress report 
itself is aimed at describing the activity and offering some specific 
examples. And I think some of the specific examples probably would 
have taken place with or without any involvement by any members of 
my staff. 

Mr. Freedman. Mr. Malek, what participation did you have in pre- 
paring this document ? 
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Mr. Malek. I read it. Probably — I don’t recall exactly, but my nor- 
mal practice would be to review what my staff had written, and if I 
did not like the way it was organized or written, to suggest how it 
could be written better before forwarding. I don’t know whether I did 
or not, but I read it and I put a cover memo on it, and sent it to 
Haldeman. 

Mr. Hershman. Would you consider 

Mr. Malek. Let me say this. This was not an activity that I chose 
to invest very much time in. I would guess that this whole responsive- 
ness effort, when you take aside the time that I spent in mulling around 
to meet with agency heads, aside from that, I don’t think I spent more 
than 1 percent of my time on this. 

Mr. Hamilton. But Mr. Malek, you did consider this operation 
important, didn’t you? 

Mr. Malek. Pardon? 

Mr. Hamilton. You did consider this operation important, didn’t 
you, the Responsiveness Program ? 

Mr. Malek. I thought it was of marginal value. 

Mr. Hamilton. If you will bear with me just a second, until I can 
put my finger on what I’m looking for- 

Mr. Malek. You are going to look for an earlier memo in which 1 
say it’s important to do, and then you’re going to compare it with why 
it is marginal. Well, after experiencing a couple of months in it and 
seeing the very infrequent and insubstantial requests that came about, 
it really made me question whether this particular part of the re- 
sponsiveness effort was really of that much value. 

I did feel that the more important, the more consequential parts of 
the Responsiveness Program were getting our speakers out to the key 
areas and announcing grants in a way that would reflect favorably on 
the Republican candidates and on the President, and on posturing the 
President, or recommending posturing to the President on issues that 
would generate public support. These things I did feel were very, very 
important. But this particular aspect of serving as a funnel of in- 
formation, I thought, was a very minor and not a very contributive 
part of it all. 

Mr. Hershman. Was it abandoned ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes ; I believe it was abandoned. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, in this document [exhibit 3] I showed 
you earlier with Mr. Haldeman ’s handwriting on it that was not dated, 
entitled “Organizing For and Implementing New Responsibilities,” 
you do say on page I, under the heading “Department Responsiveness : 
This is potentially one of the most productive activities we will 
undertake.” 

Mr. Malek. That was written about 6 months before, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. And then, just to give you another example, in 
the briefing of John Mitchell that we referred to, which is dated April 
28, 1972 [exhibit 7], and is behind the memorandum of the same date 
from Mr. Herringer to you, it says : “Potentially one of our most sig- 
nificant advantages over the opposition is the incumbency if it is used 
properly.” 

Mr. Malek. But the use of the incumbency refers to this whole 
bailiwick of getting speakers out and posturing yourself properly on 
issues and announcing grants in the right way, and those kinds of 
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public-relations-oriented events and issue-oriented kinds of things, I 
think, are very important. But that the minor benefits to be gained 
from a few patronage placements and a few things such as this, I did 
not think were of major value at this particular time. And in fact, 
when I went to the Committee To Re-Elect on a full-time basis July 1, 
I ceased being involved in this. I did not think it was important enough 
to take up any of my time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, is it at least fair to say that when this program 
started off that you considered the Responsiveness Program a signifi- 
cant part of the campaign? Is that fair to say? 

Mr. Malek. Significant as compared to what ? I consider it of some 
significance, but again, the Responsiveness Program, let us remember, 
has four parts, and the three that I think as most important were the 
arranging of speakers, to go out to speak on issues to the right groups, 
persuasive articulate speakers from the administration and from the 
Senate. We had spokesmen from the Senate, Governors who would go 
out looking for those grants that were going to be announced in key 
areas and trying to gain publicity announced in a way that would gain 
favorable publicity. And these, to me, were the more important things. 

Mr. Schultz. I believe in each of those memos it says “potentially 
important.” Did there come a time when you found out there really 
was no potential there ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, it is kind of a gradual thing, as we went along 
here and realized how limited and inconsequential most of the requests 
were, and then as you further realize and you funnel these things to 
the departments, how complex the decisions are that are in all of the 
considerations that go into making a grant, it is just very difficult for 
the political considerations to be given that much weight. And when 
weighed in with all the other factors, it just was not something that 
was that effective. 

Mr. Hamilton. Before we leave the EEOC matter, I would like to 
state for the record, that we have been supplied with an affidavit by 
William Brown, who was the chairman of the EEOC, in which he 
denies that he was subjected to improper pressure from the White 
House or that he succumbed to improper pressure. And this affidavit 
will be included in the record. I think, though, it is only fair that I 
make reference to it now in questioning Mr. Malek. 

[The affidavit referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 18. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. Getting back to the progress report, was it sub- 
mitted to Mr. Haldeman? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, did Mr. Haldeman ever express to you any 
disapproval of the activities that you were reporting on ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not recall his doing so. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he ever comment to you that the President was 
informed of what the progress report contained ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not believe that he did. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever discuss the legality of any of the mat- 
ters in the report with Mr. Haldeman ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not believe so. 


1 See p. 8389. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Who was John Clarke? 

Mr. Malek. John Clarke worked for me as a recruiter of executive 
manpower, formerly associated with a very distinguished Member of 
the U.S. Senate. He was an executive recruiter and concentrated on 
recruiting people at the Presidential appointee level. I believe about 
the time that I was going over to the committee full time — I do not re- 
member exactly when he made the switch. I think it was after I came 
to the committee — he moved to kind of a dual role. In addition to re- 
cruiting he was handling relationships with a group of departments 
and agencies, and I believe this was caused by the fact that I brought 
Mr. Anderson with me when I went to the campaign. 

Mr. Hamilton. But did he work on the responsiveness aspects after 
you left? 

Mr. Malek. That was my understanding, that he kind of had the 
liaison with a certain group of departments. And I think Mr. Kingsley 
kind of carried it on for a short period of time after that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now. we have received an affidavit from Mr. Clarke 
dated November 21, 1973, and I would like to read a part of this into 
the record : “The Responsiveness Program generated activity with 
architectural engineering contract awards by GSA.” 

[The affidavit referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 19. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. By the way, I am reading from page 2 of this : 

When contract awards were to be made, which are nonbid awards, the archi- 
tectural engineering contract award board would select three to five firms who 
would technically qualify to fulfill the contract, and these firms were recom- 
mended to GSA. I would then be contacted by Larry Roush of the GSA, and 
Roush would give me the names of the firms who were being considered for an 
award. I would call Lee Nunn at the finance committee to Re-Elect the Presi- 
dent — FCRP — and ask Nunn if the committee had any preference as to which of 
the firms should receive the award. It is my understanding that Nunn would then 
check with various sources on the Hill, as well as other political sources who 
might be affected by the contracts to be awarded, and ascertain whether or not 
there was any preference as to the award. In a day or two, Nunn would call me 
and state that there was no preference if there was none, or indicate which firm 
was preferred if they had a preference. I would relay the message to Roush at 
GSA. In relaying the message to Roush, at no time did I indicate anything other 
than a preference. This is the extent of my knowledge as to what action was 
taken on the preferences, and there was no structured follow-up to see whether 
or not the contract was actually awarded to any particular firm. 

The affidavit, goes on, but I think that is the essence of it. Now, 
we have also received an affidavit from Tarry F. Roush, the GSA 
official who is referred to in the Clarke affidavit. This affidavit from 
Mr. Roush is dated November 25, 1973, and I won’t read the whole 
thing. It is short, but I will not read the whole thing. But there is the 
statement in here that Mr. Clarke’s recommendations were accorded 
considerable weight. 

TThe affidavit referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 20. 2 ] 

Mr. Hamit, ton. Now, my question to you : Were you in any way 
involved in the contacts with the GSA described in Mr. Clarke’s 
affidavit ? 

Mr. Malek. No. I was not aware of these contacts. 

Mr. Hamilton. That was my next question, whether you had any 
contemporaneous knowledge in the summer or fall of 1972? 


1 See p. 8393. 

2 See p. 8397. 
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Mr. Malek. Let me qualify that by saying, I do not recall being 
aware of these contacts. 

Mr. Hamilton. But in the summer and fall of 1972, did you know 
that GSA architectural engineering contracts awards were being run 
through CRP ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, they weren’t really. It was the finance commit- 
tee. Nunn was with the finance committee. 

Mr. Hamilton. I’m sorry, the finance committee. 

Mr. Malek. But you know, everything — I would like to say cate- 
gorically no, because that is the way I feel. But everything is so long 
ago that it is a little bit fuzzy. So I will say, to the best of my recollec- 
tion, I had absolutely no knowledge of that, and I believe that this 
took place after I left the White House, because I do not think Clarke 
was in a position, or in that kind of a position until afterward. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let us go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know a Mr. Richard A. Goldstein who was 
a Special Assistant to the former Under Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development, Mr. Richard Van Dusen? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I cannot place him. But it is conceivable that I 
have met him or I knew him. 

Mr. Hamilton. He was Special Assistant from October of 1970 
through March 1978. 

Mr. Malek. It is probable, if he occupied that position for that 
period of time, that I have met him. But I do not recall him. 

Mr. Hamilton. Goldstein has submitted an affidavit to us that is 
dated November *23, 1973, and I would like to read you a portion of 
this affidavit, and ask you similar questions as I have just asked you 
about the Clarke affidavit. 

[The affidavit referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 21. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton [reading:] 

Some time in the summer of 1972, after Mr. Malek had left the White House 
staff to join the Committee to Re-Elect the President, I received a telephone call 
from Mr. Davison, in the course of which he asked that the Department set 
aside approximately $2-3 million that could be used in the State of California 
as a part of the Responsiveness Program. Under Mr. Davison’s proposal, an 
individual whom the White House would designate, but who would not be an 
employee of the Department of Housing and Urban Development, with an appro- 
priate delegation of authority from the Secretary, would make the decision as 
to how those monies were to be committed, i.e., which cities and towns in Cali- 
fornia would receive those funds. I told Mr. Davison that in my judgment such 
a program did not make sense ; that it sounded illegal and certainly improper, 
and that I felt confident that HUD would not participate in such a program. I 
further told Mr. Davison that if he wanted a decision from a higher authority 
I would take the matter up with Under Secretary Van Dusen. Mr. Davison 
suggested that I do that. At the conclusion of my conversation with Mr. Davison 
I spoke with Under Secretary Van Dusen about the matter. He agreed, and told 
me that HUD would in no way participate in such a program. 

Now, was Mr. Davison acting under your instructions? 

Mr. Malek. Absolutely not. I certainly do not think he was. As I 
pointed out, this took place after I left the White House, and I do not 
believe I would have ever given him any instructions like that, or that 
I did. It sounds nonsensical to me. He can’t do that kind of thing. 


1 See p. 8399. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Did you have any contemporaneous knowledge that 
Mr. Davison had made this request ? 

Mr. Males:. I had heard something about some scheme that someone 
had dreamed up, and it sounded preposterous. And I do not know if 
this is the particular one or not, but it sounds like it might be. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever have any conversation with Mr. Davi- 
son about this? 

Mr. Males. I do not recall having any. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you recall reprimanding him in any way for his 
suggestions? 

Mr. Males. No, I do not recall reprimanding him. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is William Marumoto ? 

Mr. Males. William Marumoto is a man who worked as a recruiter 
for me at the White House, recruiting people for Presidential ap- 
pointee positions. He also specialized with part of his time on recruit- 
ing members of minority groups for high-level positions. He has now 
left the White House and is in private industry. 

Mr. Hamilton. And who is Mr. Alex Armendariz? 

Mr. Males. Alex Armendariz was the director of our effort to pre- 
sent the President’s record to the Spanish-speaking voter at the Com- 
mittee To Re-Elect the President. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were Mr. Marumoto and Mr. Armendariz acting in 
connection with the responsiveness program in a fashion to use the 
incumbency to benefit the President’s reelection ? 

Mr. Males. Well, you are asking me an interpretive question there. 
I have read Mr. Marumoto’s testimony before your committee, and 
apparently they were. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have contemporaneous knowledge of this 
conduct ? 

Mr. Males. I do not believe I knew they were participating in the 
review of minority business enterprise grants. I did know that they 
were trying to encourage minority group members, particularly those 
in the Spanish-speaking sector who had not had the benefit of par- 
ticipating in this program, to come up with viable and acceptable 
applications. I did know this encouragement had been going on, but 
I did not know that — I do not recall that I knew anything beyond 
that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you a document that is entitled “Capi- 
talizing on the Incumbency,” and it refers to activities in the Spanish- 
speaking area. 1 

Gordon, do you have a copy ? 

Mr. Freedman. I do not find one in this package. 

Mr. Hamilton. It is attached actually to a memorandum of Au- 
gust 3, 1972,* to you from Alex Armendariz. At least, it is attached 
in our files. And I want to ask you if you have seen it. 

Mr. Malek. Well, let me say first of all that I do not think it would 
have been attached to the memo,- because the capitalizing on the in- 
cumbency thing says tab G, and all the covering memorandum says is 
“Attached is the Spanish-speaking organizational chart and phone 
numbers for your convenience.” So I doubt that it was in this same 
package. 


1 Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
862-1, p. 5532. 

! See book 13, exhibit 262-39, p. 5648. 
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Mr. Hamilton. It may not have been. That is why I indicated that 
it 

Mr. Malek. Nevertheless, let me look at it to determine whether or 
not I do recognize it. 

I may have seen this before. I really do not recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Does it constitute a fair statement of what Mr. 
Marumoto and Mr. Armendariz were doing, to the best of your 
knowledge? 

Mr. Males. Armendariz was not in my understanding to be in- 
volved in this sort of program. Mr. Marumoto was to be involved in 
certain aspects of these, for example, providing the campaign team 
with up-to-date information on all programs directed at the Spanish- 
speaking community, use of department and agency public informa- 
tion offices to publicize favorable administration activities on behalf 
of the Spanish speaking, develop specific ideas for using grants, per- 
sonnel appointments and programs to fill out any gaps in the Presi- 
dent’s record ; for example, appoint a Mexican American to a regula- 
tory commission. 

I understand the example. I don’t understand exactly what is in- 
tended by the first part of it. The fifth statement on there, I do not 
understand what that means at all. 

Mr. Freedman. Weren’t these points discussed in the Camp David 
meeting of May 26? 

Mr. Malek. Marumoto made a presentation, I believe, on the activi- 
ties they had going on to win the Spanish-speaking vote, and some of 
this was probably included. But again, I would offer the same com- 
ments. Some of this I really do not understand exactly. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, were you aware that Mr. Marumoto and 
Mr. Armendariz were seeking to obtain governmental grants for mem- 
bers of the Spanish-speaking community who were supportive of the 
administration? Were you contemporaneously aware of that? 

Mr. Malek. Well, my awareness was a little bit different. I was aware 
that Mr. Marumoto was involved in trying to generate grant applica- 
tions from members of the Spanish-speaking community who were 
favorable or potentially favorable, and could generate potentially 
favorable publicity toward the administration. There are many 
Mexican- American groups who for one reason or another have not had 
the opportunity to participate in the grant process of the Government. 
They either aren’t sophisticated enough, they are just not good enough 
grantsmen, or haven’t had the kind of attention that they needed. And 
one of his responsibilities was to seek out groups like this, and try to 
get them participating and into the mainstream of what the Govern- 
ment could do to help them, because we felt this was an undeserved 
group, first, and secondly, we felt that it was a group that politically 
could be supportive of the President. I think this is really the way in 
which majorities are developed in American politics. 

Mr. Hamilton. Wasn’t one of the focuses of their activities on pro- 
viding grants to those who were supportive of the administration ? 

Mr. Malek. Well. I tell you, if I had known that’s what they were 
doing, that would have been ridiculous. Why should they — if you 
have a political motivation in mind, it would make a lot more sense 
to go to those who aren’t supporting you and try to demonstrate to 
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them that the political system can work for Mexican-Americans as 
well as all Americans, because then you get an incremental vote. So I 
am not sure that that is exactly what they were doing, and what I was 
aware of, though, was that they were trying to generate grant applica- 
tions and they were trying to guide these people into the process. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I have some memorandums here that I would 
like to show you. I have a series of them, and I tell you what. Let me 
identify these memorandums and read a passage from each, and then 
when I get through the three or four I have here, then we can discuss 
them. 

Mr. Malek. OK. 

Mr. Hamilton. The first one I am reading from is dated May 12, 
1972. 1 It is from Mr. Marumoto to you and Mr. Colson. It is a weekly 
activity report of the Spanish speaking. All of the memorandums that 
I am going to read from are weekly activity reports, and I think Mr. 
Freedman can give you copies of these. The first one I am reading 
from, paragraph 16, said: “Rodriguez met with Carlos Villareal.” 

Senator Weicker. Carlos Villareal. 

Mr. Hamilton. “Administrator of TJMTA to talk about setting aside 
specific moneys for some of our Republican SS contractors.” I take 
it SS means Spanish speaking? 

Mr. Malek. Right. 

Mr. Hamilton. Then a memorandum from Mr. Marumoto to you 
and Mr. Colson, dated May 5, 1972, 2 reading fro mparagraph 7 (b) : 

Department of Transportation : working with TJMTA re a $70,000 grant to 
J. A. Reyes Associates of Washington, D.C. He is the chairman of the District 
of Columbia-Maryland-Virginia section of National Hispanic Finance Committee. 

Then, reading from a memorandum from Mr. Marumoto to you 
and Mr. Colson, dated April 7, 1972, 3 paragraph 10(a): 

In the grants area, Rodriguez and I are working on the following : (a) review- 
ing with John Evans, Bob Brown, and Wally Henley proposals and grants at 
OMBE to make sure the right people are being considered and receiving grants 
from OMBE. 

And then finally, from a similar memorandum from Mr. Marumoto 
to you and Mr. Colson, dated May 19, 1972, 4 reading from para- 
graph 18 : 

Rodriguez is assisting Ultrasystems, Inc., of Long Beach, Calif., with a $200,000 
grant from OMBE. This organization strongly supports the administration. 

Now, when you received these progress reports, didn’t those passages 
give you some indication that Mr, Marumoto was seeking grants for 
people who were supportive of the administration ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, a couple of points I should make here. First of 
all, as I think Mr. Marumoto pointed out when he testified before you, 
he was reporting to me on personnel matters and to Mr. Colson on 
other matters, and so when I read through a memorandum like this 
I was particularly watchful for two things: one, what he was doing 
in the way of liaison with the Committee To Re-Elect, where I had 
Some responsibilities; and two, personnel actions. 


' 1 See Book 13, p. 5576. 
2 See Book 13, p. 5571. 
1 * See Book 13, p. 5556. 
4 See Book 13, p. 5579. 
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And second, I’m not even sure I read all of these memorandums. I 
couldn’t tell you which ones I read and which ones I didn’t. I had 
an awful lot of things coming in at that time, and reading an activity 
report which didn’t require a decision or an action would have been 
pretty low on a priority list. And occasionally I would read them and 
sometimes I wouldn’t. So I don’t know that I actually read all of 
those, although I am sure my office received them. 

Finally, in reading through those, if I had seen the kind of things — 
and out of these four it is a reasonable assumption that I would have 
read through at least one of them — I think I would have interpreted 
the way I interpreted what his activities were, that he was working 
with some Spanish-speaking groups who had not had the opportunity 
to participate in the Federal grant process before, to try to help them 
develop the skills with which to apply for grants, to qualify for 
grants, on a substantive basis. I did not think Mr. Marumoto was 
doing anything improper, and I am not sure that he was. Today, I 
don’t know that he was. 

Mr. Hamilton. If you read a document, Mr. Malek, like the one 
that is dated April 7, 1972, paragraph 10(a), that says: “We are re- 
viewing grants in OMB E to make sure the right people are being 
considered and receiving grants from OMBE — OMBE only deals with 
minorities,” how would you interpret “right people”? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I would assume, given what I perceived his job 
to be, that they were trying to insure that groups that they had been 
developing and encouraging were getting their applications in, and 
that thev were being given serious consideration. 

Mr. Hamilton. You would not interpret “right people” as being 
supporters of the administration? 

Mr. Malek. I didn’t say that. What I said was that people that they 
had encouraged and brought along and tried to bring into the system, 
they may or may not be supporters of the administration, but certainly 
part of the intent here was not only to bring Mexican-Americans into 
the mainstream, but to gain political benefit from so doing. So I would 
assume that those people, those groups that he refers to as the “right 
people” would be groups that were either favorably inclined or po- 
tentially favorably inclined toward the administration, or groups 
whose receipt of grants would reflect favorably within the Spanish- 
speaking community on the administration. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware that Mr. Marumoto and Mr. Ar- 
mendariz were signing off on grants? 

Mr. Malek. No. No; I was not aware of that, to the best of my 
recollection. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you a memorandum dated March 31, 
1972. 1 This memorandum did not go to you. It just went to Mr. Colson, 
even though it is the same type of weekly activity report for Spanish- 
speaking that we have been referring to before. In paragraph 12 of 
this memorandum there is this statement : “Armendariz and I signed 
off on a $600,000 SBA/Navy grant to a Spanish-speaking California 
firm.” 


1 Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
262-10, p. 5551. 
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Even though this memorandum was not directed to you, in the title, 
it does show that you got a copy of it back. Do you recall seeing this 
particular memorandum ? I would be happy to show it to you. 

Mr. Malek. Yes; let me take a look at it. I do not recall this specific 
memorandum ; no. I may have seen it. I do not recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you consider it proper for an official in the cam- 
paign committee to be involved in signing off on or approving grants ? 

Mr. Malek. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Hamilton. So had you seen this, would you have disapproved 
it? 

Mr. Malek. If it had caught my attention — and I hadn’t interpreted 
it that way — I think I would have determined really what they are 
doing. I can’t really tell just from that description whether, in fact, 
they were sitting there exercising a signoff or whether he had just given 
Armendariz an opportunity to look at it. But, if you interpret it liter- 
ally, what is said there, I would have been concerned about it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware that certain other persons working 
in the Spanish area were seeking to deny funding to certain 
Spanish-speaking grantees or potential grantees who opposed the 
administration ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall hearing of any instances where they were 
trying to deny funding. I am a little bit — I read Mr. Marumoto’s 
testimony prior to — over the weekend, and there was something in 
there that implied that. But I do not believe I was familiar with it 
before that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, there are several documents I would like for 
you to look at, and the first document is the document to you and Mr. 
Colson from Mr. Marumoto dated June 23, 1972 1 ; paragraph 13(f) 
says : 

Rodriguez working with Nat Beyer of the Domestic Affairs Council, re identify- 
ing Spanish speaking groups who have applied for federal grants in DOL who 
are unfriendly toward the Administration. 

Do you recall receiving this particular document? 

Mr. Malek. No ; I don’t recall reading the specific memo. Again, it 
is conceivable that I did. What item are you reading from? 

Mr. Hamilton. I am reading 13(f). The question is, why would Mr. 
Rodriguez be attempting to identify Spanisn-speaking groups who are 
unfriendly toward the administration who were getting DOL grants? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I think you would have to ask him that. 

Mr. Hamilton. There are two other memorandums here that I 
would like for you to look at. These memorandums do not go to you, 
but they involved a firm called Development Associates. There are two 
memorandums here, one from Mr. Marumoto to Mr. Davison, who 
Was in your office, I believe, at least at one time, and the second one 
for Mr. Davison from Mr. Armendariz. I will not read this whole 

Mr. Malek. Can you tell me the dates on those? 

Mr. Hamilton. I am sorry. The first one is July 19, 1972, and the 
ggeond one is July 24, 1972, 2 It would have been after you went to the 
White House. 

Mkanw of AVWnam H. Mar-iunoto. See book 13. exhibit 
ll Klfiwmj at “SSWfcna «. Mecameto. See book 13, exhibit 
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Mr. Malek. After I left the White House. 

Mr. Hamilton. I’m sorry, after you left the White House and went 
to the campaign committe. Now, these two memorandums suggest that 
proposals at DOL and HUD from Development Associates be stopped 
because this particular company is not sympathetic to the adminis- 
tration, and in fact its director, Mr. Sanchez, had some contact with 
Sargent Shriver. I would like you to look at these two memorandums, 
and while you are doing it — I am sorry to give you so many docu- 
ments— I would also like to refer you to a memorandum to you from 
Mr. Marumoto, July 21, 1972, 1 at paragraph 10(b) where Mr. Maru- 
moto says: 

Recommended to Rob Davison that he carefully review the background of 
Leveo Sanchez whose firm has been receiving a number of grants. 

Mr. Malek. What paragraph? 

Mr. Hamilton. Paragraph 10(b). 

Mr. Malek. Yes. Well, I don’t believe I’ve ever seen these other 
memos from either Armandariz or Marumoto to Davison. I doubt 
very much. 

Now, the memo that he has here to Colson and me, just says he 
recommended Davison review the background, confirm that they’ve 
received a number of grants. That wouldn’t trigger off anything in 
the back of my mind. 

I would also add, once I went over to the campaign full time, I don’t 
think I read this kind of stuff. I don’t think I even had them send 
it over because I was really up to my ears trying to work and develop 
State campaign organizations. So I am really not in a position to 
comment on this. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is your testimony you know nothing about 
this Sanchez situation? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I do not recall knowing anything about the 
Sanchez situation. It is conceivable that Armendariz or someone could 
have mentioned it to me. It is conceivable that I saw this memo. But 
I don’t recall having seen it. 

Mr. Hamilton. In regard to attempting to cut off unfriendly groups, 
let me show you one more memo. 

Mr. Malek. Let me comment on this memo. This is certainly an 
interesting document, and I think it kind of demonstrates how things 
worked in this town. Here is this man Sanchez who had worked for 
Sargent Shriver, the Democratic Vice Presidential candidate, prior to 
that for Frank Mankiewicz, the McGovern campaign manager, and 
he had been evidently set up in business after this, and was getting a 
steady stream of grants to his consulting firms. I’ll bet there are a 
lot of consulting firms in the country that would like to get $1 to $2 
million from the Government every year, such as this fellow is getting, 
and I wonder just how he got that $1 or $2 million each year. It just 
seems to me that it is a good example of somebody being taken care 
of, and I wonder who was taking care of him. But in any case, I really 
do not know what, if any, actions Mr. Marumoto or anyone else 

Mr. Hershman. If I might point out at this time, Mr. Malek, that 
a number of the groups mentioned in these weekly activity reports 


‘ Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
262-37, p. 5638. 
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who were being acted on favorably by Mr. Marumoto or Mr. Rodriguez 
or Mr. Armendariz were also established consulting firms in business 
for a number of years and firms which had received funds previously 
under minority assistance programs. 

Mr. Malek. I understand that. But doesn’t it make you just a little 
bit suspicious that here is this guy closely associated with Mankiewicz 
and Shriver getting a couple of million bucks every year of the tax- 
pavers’ dough for whatever kind of consulting he is doing? It sure 
raises my eyebrow a little bit. 

Mr. Hershman. Well, in conversations with members of the 

Mr. Malek. I would sure like to know, and I bet a lot of people 
would like to know how he got set up in business and what his quali- 
fications are for this amount of grant money. 

Mr. Hershman. In staff interviews with members of the relevant 
minorities assistance programs, agencies, and departments, Mr. San- 
chez’ firm was mentioned as one of the most qualified, highly qualified 
Spanish-speaking consulting firms in the country. 

Mr. Malek. And who mentioned this ? 

Mr. Hershman. In interviews with members of the Office of Mi- 
nority Business Enterprise or HUD or HEW. 

Mr. Malek. I wonder who they worked for before they got their 
jobs. 

Mr. Hamilton. I don’t think we 

Mr. Malek. This is a diversion which is not going to be of any use 
for vou, and it is probably not of use for our process here. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, let me just ask you a question. Do you con- 
sider it proper to cut off grantees who are responsible grantees because 
they are not supportive of the administration ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, no. No, not at all. I don’t think that is appropriate. 

Mr. Hamilton. There is one final memorandum in this regard I 
would like to show to you, and this is a memorandum from Mr. Maru- 
moto to you and Mr. Colson, dated May 26, 1972, 1 and I am looking 
at paragraph 5(b) on page 2. Mr. Marumoto reports : 

In the grants area : Expressed concern to OEO re a $3 million grant to the 
Mexiean-Ainerican ’Unity Council, only to find that there are some legal hangups 
to try to cut them off. They promised at least to monitor the group. 

When you received this did you take any action in regard to Mr. 
Marumoto’s activities ? Did you call him in and question him about it ? 

Mr. Malek. I am not even sure I read this memo. I may have read it, 
but I don’t recall it. This is getting close to the time, this is 5 days 
prior to my — the date on this is 5 days prior to my moving over. 

Mr. Hamilton. No, it’s 35 days. 

Mr. Malek. I’m sorry, 35 days. You’re right. In anv case, I may 
have read it. I may not have. I do not recall the specifics here, and 
I do not recall this item you have pointed to. 

Mr. Freedman. Mr. Malek, Mr. Davison’s name comes up a number 
of times in the last few memorandums. Was he carrying out responsive- 
ness activities in this regard? 

Mr. Malek. Well, Mr. Davison was responsible for liaison with a 
certain group of departments and agencies. We had them divided up, 

1 Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
293-19, p. 5583. 
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and I think part of his, as I recall part of his liaison was with agen- 
cies like Labor and OEO, where apparently a lot of the discretionary 
grant money for minorities seems to go. And that is probably the reason 
he seems to be in there so much. 

Mr. Freedman. So he could be utilized as a conduit? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware that Mr. Marumoto and Mr. Ar- 
mendariz were seeking certain grants for La Raza Unida, if I am pro- 
nouncing that correctly, and the Southwest Council of La Raza, two 
Spanish-speaking groups, in order to neutralize them as administra- 
tion opponents? 

Mr. Malek. I knew they were working with the La Raza group in 
trying to — as I recall, the La Raza group was a very vocal, very anti- 
Nixon organization, and they were spending some time trying to culti- 
vate them, to try to at least make them neutral if not pro-Nixon. And 
they had gone down and talked to their leadership. 

And I also recall that at one point in time somebody — I don’t recall 
where it came from — suggested we provide a certain amount of fund- 
ing, either through the campaign money or something else, for the 
group, and I think I rejected the idea as not seeming to be a very 
sensible one. That is basically what I can recall about La Raza. 

Mr. Hamilton. I have two of my endless stream of documents here 
that I would like to show to you. The first one is dated October 9, 1972, 
and it is a memorandum for you from Alex Armendariz, and the sub- 
ject is the Zavala County grant. And I just read to you the last para- 
graph of this memorandum. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 22. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton [reading]. 

We have no way of publicly supporting this group — 

He is talking about La Raza — 

* * * without antagonizing Republicans and making La Raza TJnida look as 
though they had sold out. At the same time, neither do we want to antagonize La 
Raza Unida’s supporters and drive them back to their old positions as Democratic 
voters. The Zavala County grant provides us with an opportunity to support 
the party indirectly in a positive and legitimate manner. Such an action is likely 
to strengthen their position of neutrality, which is so politically beneficial to us. 

And then, reading from another one of these reports from Mr. Maru- 
moto to you and Mr. Colson, dated June 9, 1972, 2 paragraph 17(c) : 

Rodriguez is working to obtain $30,000 for the Southwest Council of La Raza 
for a conference next month. This is the group we want to neutralize. 

Now first of all, do you recall being contemporaneously aware of 
the activities portrayed in these memorandums? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t recall being aware of these activities. As 
I stated earlier, before you showed me these, I was aware that there 
was some effort to gain a more neutral position out of this La Raza 
group. I do not know what happened. You probably have talked to 
people and know whether they have ever provided any grants. I don’t 
know of anything that ever happened to follow through on this. 


1 See p. 8405. 

2 Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
262-24, p. 5599. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Well, I must say, I do not know as to these two 
specific grants what happened. Mike, do you know? 

[Mr. Hershman nods in the negative.] 

Mr. Malek. It seems to me, just frankly, it seems to me to be a 
rather preposterous kind of a scheme here, that they think they are 
going to neutralize this party with a few bucks of grant money. I 
don’t think it is a very good idea, even if it was appropriate. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you think it is a proper use of Government 
funds ? 

Mr. Malek. Of course not. My recollection was that they wanted 
campaign funds, they wanted us to take some money out of the 
campaign treasury to give to these people to help support some of 
their activities. And I thought it was kind of a harebrained idea. I 
didn’t think it would work. I didn’t pursue it. That is my recollection 
of it. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think to be fair, Mr. Malek, I should show you 
this memorandum to you from Mr. Armendariz dated September 8, 
1972. 1 

Mr, Malek. Dated which? 

Mr. Hamilton. September 8, 1972 — where there was a suggestion 
that $8,000 be contributed to the campaign of a Mr. Muniz. And it says : 
“A promise was made to publicly condemn McGovern if such donation 
were made.” And you have a handwritten note at the top : “Do you 
think we should do this? I am doubtful. How could GOP contribute 
to a rival candidate? In addition, it seems too cheap, Raza Unida’s 
principles should be worth more than that. Fred.” 

Mr. Malek. That is probably what I was thinking of. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think you were thinking of that. Of course, that 
particular episode is something distinct from this Zavala County 
grant, and also distinct from the $30,000 for Southwest Council of 
La Raza to neutralize them. 

Mr. Hershman. To the best of your knowledge, was there any 
followup concerning the possible undercover funding of this organi- 
zation in the tune of $8,000? 

Mr. Malek. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Hershman. Did you have discussions concerning that funding 
with Mr. Colson ? 

Mr. Malek. The La Raza funding? 

Mr. Hershman. Yes. 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall any. 

Mr. Hershman. Did you make any recommendations to Mr. Armen- 
dariz of the Committee To Re-Elect to speak to Mr. Colson concern- 
ing it? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall having done so. 

Mr. Hamilton. I have just a few more questions on the Spanish 
area. What is the Cabinet Committee on Opportunities for Spanish- 
Speaking People? 

Mr. Malek. Well, that is a committee of principally domestic Cab- 
inet officers. It is chaired bv a man named Henry Ramirez who has a 
staff. The purpose, really the committee itself, of Cabinet members 
is not a unit which meets much. The staff itself carries out activities 


1 Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
262-50, p. 5677. 
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to try to help the Spanish speaking, kind of serving as an advocate 
for the Spanish speaking within the administration, try to find under- 
served groups within the community and get them involved, and so 
forth. I believe it is established by statute. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did the Cabinet committee have any campaign 
responsibilities ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. Ramirez as a Presidential appointee was asked to 
cultivate Spanish-speaking leaders on the President’s behalf, to make 
speeches in support of the President, to try, insofar as is possible to 
publicize the administration’s record in serving the Spanish-speaking 
people — generally those kinds of responsibilities. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it your understanding that Ramirez was not 
Hatched — not under the purview of the Hatch Act ? 

Mr. Malek. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Hamilton. How about the rest of the people on the committee ? 
What is your understanding? The rest of the staff members of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I believe that the staff members of the committee, 
much of them would have been Hatched, aside from perhaps a couple 
of his assistants. But if they follow the pattern of other agencies, most 
of them would have been Hatched. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if any of the members of the commit- 
tee were working in the President’s reelection campaign? 

Mr. Malek. Members of which ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Members of the committee that were actually work- 
ing on the 

Mr. Malek. No; I don’t know. I don’t recall whether any were or 
not. Ramirez was the only one, I believe, that I knew. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, I would like to show you a couple of 
documents. The first one is from Carlos Conde — I believe it is 
C-o-n-d-e — to a number of people, including you, dated May 31, 1972. 1 
On page 2 of this document, under the heading, “The Committee to 
Re-Elect the President,” there is a suggestion that Diana Lozano be 
reassigned to Mr. Armendariz at the Committee To Re-Elect the 
President, 

Mr. Malek. Where is that at, now ? Page 2 ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Page 2, down at the bottom. Now, on the particular 
document I have here there is a handwritten note. Is this your writing 
right here ? 

Mr. Malek. I think it is, yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And I believe this says, “Let her work from where 
she is. No way she can be added.” Wouldn’t that be a violation of the 
Hatch Act ? 

Mr. Malek. Let me read the paragraph. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like a ruling that the documents we have 
identified will be made a part of the record. 

Senator Weickek. All right. Fine. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think we will proceed until we get finished, which 
will probably be another hour. 

Mr. Schultz. Jim, does your request for a ruling include those 
documents which you read excerpts from? You are going to put the 
whole document in ? 


1 Previously entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
262-22, p. 5595. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Yes. I am going to put in the whole document. I 
think it would only be fair to have in the whole document where I 
have read excerpts. 

Some of these documents like the Spanish-speaking documents are 
already part of the record. They were introduced with Mr. Marumoto, 
and I think the record is clear also that there are some documents 
that did not go to Mr. Slalek. And I think it is clear, the record is clear 
where a document was used that he could not identify, that he did 
not know anything about that document. But I do think for com- 
pleteness those documents still should be in the record. I would like 
to — can you stay for about 10 more minutes ? There is one matter. 

Senator Weicker. No. As I said before, I have no objection — if you 
have a question, ask it now. I gather the insistence in having a Sena- 
tor here — is that Mr. Malek’s insistence or your insistence? 

Mr. Hamilton. It was my idea. I thought it would be appropriate. 

Senator Weicker. Well, in any event why do you not proceed with 
your questions? 

Mr. Malek. Do you want me to answer this about this? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes, why don’t you go ahead and answer that, and 
then I’m going to skip to something. 

Mr. Malek. Well, you asked if that would be a violation of the 
Hatch Act. It really would depend upon two things: One, if she 
is Hatched — and I don’t think this memo establishes that she was 
Hatched; in fact, up above it says, “She had been assisting part- 
time in Carlos Conde’s activities at the White House.” 

So maybe she isn’t Hatched. I don’t know, and I didn’t know when 
I read the memo whether she was Hatched. I don’t think it occurred 
to me that she was. 

Secondly, to let her work from where she is. She was working at 
that time, as it is explained here, in doing research work which I 
assume was supporting her boss, Mr. Ramirez, as well. And I don’t 
think that in itself would be a violation of the Hatch Act ; So I don’t 
believe you could interpret from this that I was condoning a violation 
of the Hatch Act, because I didn’t know if she was Hatched, and I 
wasn't applying what kind of work she was going to do from where 
she was. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why don’t we come back to that in a few minutes ? 

Mr. Malek. All right. 

Mr. Hamilton. Because I do want to ask you some questions in the 
black area as opposed to the Spanish area. Who are Bob Brown and 
Paul Jones? 

Sir. Malek. Bob Brown was special assistant to the President with 
responsibility for liaison with various black groups and — I should say 
representing their points of view and interests in White House coun- 
cils. Paul Jones was the head of the group at the Committee To 
Re-Elect, responsible for gaining the support of black voters. 

' Sir. Hamilton. Now, I take it Sir. Jones reported to you, is that 
correct ? 

’ Sir. SIalek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. How about Sir. Brown? Did he have any reporting 
responsibilities to you? 

Sir. Malek. No. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that Mr. Jones and Mr. Brown 
coordinated their activities? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware that Mr. Brown and Mr. Jones 
were attempting to get grants, contracts, et cetera, for black groups 
supportive of the administration? 

Mr. Malek. I was aware here again, as in the Spanish-speaking 
area, that they were trying to develop, particularly Mr. Brown was 
trying to develop, grant applications that would meet the established 
criteria for members of the black community who heretofore had not 
had the opportunity to participate. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, did you understand that the emphasis was 
getting grants, et cetera, for blacks supportive of the administration ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, the way I understood what he was doing was that 
he was trying to demonstrate to blacks that a Republican administra- 
tion was responsive to their needs, and in so doing he was encouraging 
black groups who had legitimate needs and legitimate programmatic 
activities to apply for grants. 

Now, the end result of this, of course, would be that if they got the 
grants that they w T ould then recognize that they can indeed work with 
the Republican administration, and there would be political benefit. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it your understanding that Mr. Brown and Mr. 
Jones were trying to drum up black support for the administration? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And contributions from black groups by the use of 
Government resources? In other words 

Mr. Malek. Contributions? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Malek. No. I was never— I was not aware that they were trying 
to use Government resources to gain contributions. That is clearly a 
violation of the law. 

Mr. Hamilton. How about vocal support for the administration? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, yes, that was their mandate. I did not know that 
they were in the fundraising business except for one black fundraising 
dinner we held here in Washington. I had assumed that most of their 
activities were confined to gaining votes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read you passages from two documents — 
Senator Weicker, are you leaving? 

Senator Weicker. Yes. I might add if you are going to go much 
beyond an hour, he has apparently got a problem with his throat, and 
I would inquire as to whether your witness wants to continue or not, 
all right ? 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. 

Senator Weicker. Otherwise, if there is any problem that comes up, 
let us know. We will be on the floor. 

Mr. Hamilton. Thank you. I hope I am not going to go beyond an 
hour. I am doing my best. 

Mr. Malek. Let’s do whatever you have got to do. I am fine. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to read from a memorandum to you from 
John Clarke dated June 15, 1972. Actually, there is a cover memo- 
randum entitled “Black Vote Field Plan,” and the field plan is at- 
tached. And I am reading from page 5, under the heading “Special 
Activities : Grants and Government Resources.” 
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[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 23. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton [reading] : 

Ait the present time, Bob Brown and his staff are handling the grants activity. 
To date, they have identified all blacks who are receiving or have received money 
from this administration. These recipients are being utilized as a source of cam- 
paign contributions and volunteers, and as a vehicle for getting our appointees 
invited to various black events as speakers and participants. They also form an ex- 
cellent group of visible blacks, and they are being used to reach the voters in their 
areas of influence. 

In addition to the above results, Bob and his staff are actively seeking out 
other projects that could be funded to the benefit of the campaign. They are 
specifically looking for projects that will impact heavily on blacks due to voter 
appeal and black involvement. To date, they have been very successful in this 
area. A local black building contractor, Jack Crawford, has developed a program 
for identifying potential projects, getting them funded through Bob’s office, and 
in return obtaining a strong vote commitment for the President from the recip- 
ient. This plan is being actively pursued at present. 

Another specific project that is under wry is the identification of all remaining 
grant and loan monies with a view to carefully allocating those funds to projects 
which will impact most heavily on black voters. 

Finally, Bob and his staff are working closely with Dan Kingsley to identify 
various advisory boards and commissions and job openings which can be filled 
by visible blacks. 

Now, before I ask you any questions I would also like to read to you 
from a June 26, 1972, memorandum from you to Mr. Mitchell which 
is entitled, “Black Vote Campaign Plan.” 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 24. 2 ] 

Mr. Hamilton [reading on page 2 from item 3] : 

Intensify efforts to utilize government grants and loans. I feel that our strong- 
est selling point with black voters is the economic assistance this Administration 
has provided the blacks. To fully capitalize on this, we have to do a better job 
of publicizing the grants already given and of identifying new projects for which 
we will receive maximum Impact. 

The major portion of the responsibility for this activity falls on the White 
House side of the black team. Bob Brown and his staff have identified all blacks 
who are receiving or have received money from this administration. These re- 
cipients will be utilized as a source of campaign contributions and volunteers, 
and as a group of highly visible blacks to be used to reach the voters in their 
areas of influence. 

Effective allocation of new grants requires close coordination between the 
White House and the campaign team. As a first step I have asked Bob Brown to 
identify all major sources of grant and loan money which could be allocated 
to blacks. Then Jones and Sexton, working through their field organization, will 
be responsible for finding recipients in key cities who will be supportive of the 
reelection effort. 

Now, do these two passages accurately describe to your know ledge 
the activity in the black area? 

Mr. Malek. This is the first time I have seen these in 2 years, if in 
fact, I saw them then. Is this something that definitely went from me 
to Mitchell ? 

, Mr. Hamilton. Well, perhaps I should ask you- — is it a memorandum 
for John Mitchell from you ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, it is something that could have been prepared for 
my signature but never signed and sent. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, I have no way of knowing, but I suppose 
•I should have asked you whether you recognize this as a document 
you sent to Mr. Mitchell. 


1 See p. 8406. 

2 See p. 8414. 
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Mr. Malek. I can’t say that I did ; I can’t say that I didn’t. But in 
any case 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask you this question. Mr. Mitchell was the 
campaign director. Is it fair to say that memorandums that were sent 
to him over your name would have been read and approved by you ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, yes. But I am just not sure that I sent this. I had 
asked John Clarke to look at our black voter group organization 
because I didn’t think it was working right, and I didn’t have time 
to get into it in detail. And that is what this cover memo was all about, 
and I guess what this plan that is attached is all about. And con- 
ceivably this memo was for me to send to Mitchell to implement some 
of these recommendations. I don’t know -whether I sent it or not, or 
saw it or not. 

But, in any case, to get to the crux of your question, whether this 
represents my understanding of the black vote activities, I did know 
that people who had contributed — excuse me — people who had re- 
ceived grant money from the administration, particularly here we are 
talking about business enterprises who had been assisted by the admin- 
istration were thought to be logical sources of support for the admin- 
istration, a Republican administration that didn’t have very much 
support among the black voters. So it was perceived by some who 
were working on this that it would be logical to go to some of these 
who had received major amounts of funds, because they would more 
than likely, because of this, be appreciative and be supportive. And 
using them as a nucleus — many of them are respected names — we 
would then have the opportunity to develop further support. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were the blacks who had received contracts being 
solicited for contributions, as well as vocal support ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, that I really — it says in this memo that they will 
be utilized as a source of campaign contributions. I was not in the 
fundraising business whatsoever. I had nothing to do with fund- 
raising. And, in particular, if I had had something to do with fund- 
raising, I think 1 would have spent my time where the bigger money 
was. I don’t think I would have been trying to take on the black com- 
munity, which is not the wealthiest community in the country by a 
long shot. 

So it was not my intention that Paul Jones, who worked for me, 
be involved in any way in fundraising, aside from one event, which 
was a massive $100-a-plate dinner that was held in Washington back 
in May or June. And the only reason I let him participate in that was 
because I felt it would be, because of the great large number of blacks 
who had indicated a desire to attend, some of the big names that were 
willing to speak at such an event, that it would have political benefit 
to the administration by the publicity to be gained from it. But I 
was not — I did not have any intention that Jones or his people be 
involved in fundraising. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware that the blacks who were asked to 
that $100-a-plate dinner were Government contractors? 

Mr. Malek. I was aware that among the people at the dinner were 
people who had been past recipients of Government awards; yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. What type of awards? Grants, loans, contracts? Do 
you know the specifics? 
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Mr. Malek. Probably all. I really don’t know. 1 was just aware 
there was a wide cross section of blacks coming in, some of whom were 
simply strong supporters of the administration, some of whom had 
developed businesses on the basis of Government grants and loans. 
But I wasn’t aware that there was any direct solicitation based on 
their awards. 

We had big contributors from other industry as well. Most of our 
large contributors are involved in business that have Government 
contracts. Most of the large contributors of any political candidate 
come from businessmen, and most businesses have Government con- 
tracts, so that wasn’t a particularly unusual sort of thing that those 
blacks who were for us were those who were in business, not those 
who were on welfare. And the fact that many of them who came in 
were recipients in the past of Government loans and contracts really 
meant that they were business people, and this was the normal com- 
munity that we could hope to attract. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know Jack Crawford, a local black building 
contractor identified in this memorandum from Mr. Clarke to you? 

Mr. Malek. Yes; I think I have met Jack Crawford. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have a meeting with him to discuss his 
program for identifying potential projects, getting them funded 
through Bob’s office, “and in return receiving a strong vote commit- 
ment for the President from the recipient”? 

I am reading, of course, from Mr. Clarke’s memorandum to you 
of June 15, or at least from the field plan — black vote field plan. 

Mr. Malek. No; T don’t, believe I ever met with Crawford on that. 
I believe that I met with Crawford on one occasion, and the only 
reason I did it was because I was literally pressed into it by someone 
who thought Crawford was just really a great guy and could come 
in and really show us how to run the black political campaign. And in 
deference to this individual’s request, I met with Mr. Crawford just 
to kind of size him up. 

It was my recollection — if it is the man I am thinking of, it is — to 
my recollection, that was the only time I met with him. And after I 
met with him, I really didn’t think he could be very useful to the 
campaign. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you know he had submitted a written plan in 
regard to this program to Mr. Mardian ? 

Mr Malek. Well, I don’t really recall if I knew that or not. It was 
Mardian who insisted I meet with him. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever see a written plan, anything in writing 
from Mr. Crawford ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall having seen anything in writing from 
him. If I did, I doubt that I would have taken any time to read it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, the way these memorandums are written, at 
least, the first memorandum, it comes close to suggesting a quid pro 
quo arrangement. It says, “Mr. Crawford has developed a program 
for identifying potentia 1 projects, getting them funded through Bob’s 
office, and in. return obtaining a strong vote commitment for the Presi- 
dent from the recipient.” 

Was it your understanding that Mr. Brown was attempting to 
achieve a commitment from blacks who were receiving grants, that 
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they would support the administration as a quid pro quo for the 
grant ? 

Mr. Malek. No ; that was not my understanding. 

Mr. Hamilton. So you think what is written here was an error, 
or you disagree with my interpretation of it ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I disagree with your interpretation, or perhaps 
it is a question of sloppy writing plus misinterpretation. What page 
is that on again? 

Mr. Hamilton. Page 5. 

Mr. Malek. Where is that, on the top ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Page 5 in the first full paragraph. It starts off, “In 
addition.” 

Mr. Malek. All it says here is that Crawford developed a pro- 
gram — oh. it says the plan is being actively pursued. I wasn’t aware 
they were doing anything like that, “looking for projects that will 
impact.” 

It says : 

Crawford has developed a program for identifying potential projects, and 
getting them funded through Bob’s office, and in return obtaining a strong vote 
commitment, for the President from the recipient. 

That could be interpreted several ways. 

It could be interpreted as a direct quid pro quo. It could be inter- 
preted that it is in return for these people being considered, that they 
would be for the President anyhow. I don’t really know how to in- 
terpret it. You would have to ask the writer of this particular docu- 
ment. Now, as to whether I was aware that they were doing this, or 
aware of the Crawford plan, I do not believe that I was. 

Mr. Hamilton. And it is your testimony that Mr. Crawford, when 
you talked to him, did not discuss this plan with you ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not recall that he discussed his plan. He may have. 
He may have laid out a general kind of an approach such as this. But 
the one thing I do recall from my meeting with Mr. Crawford is that 
I was not terribly impressed with his overall approach to campaign 
organization. It was not consistent with what I — how I felt the black 
campaign needed to be developed. 

Mr. Hamilton. In this memorandum that you wrote Mr. Mitchell — 
oi' at least it appears that you wrote Mr. Mitchell — on page 2 there is 
this statement: 

In section 3, Jones and Sexton, working through their field organization, will 
be responsible for finding recipients in key cities who will be supportive of the 
reelection effort. 

And there is a similar statement in the Clarke document, which says, 
on page 5 : 

Another specific project that is under way is the identification of all remaining 
grant and loan moneys with a view to carefully allocating those funds to projects 
which will impact most heavily on black voters. 

I take it from these two statements that there was, indeed, a con- 
centrated effort to allocate grant money, loan money, in the black 
area, with the intent of affecting the reelection campaign. 

Mr. Malek. Would you repeat that? 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it from these two statements that I have read 
to you from the memorandum that you ostensibly wrote and the 
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memorandum that Mr. Clarke ostensibly wrote that there was an effort 
to allocate money in the black community, allocate grants and loans, 
with the intent of affecting favorably the President’s reelection 
campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I think if you read this, what it says here is that 
they would identify grant moneys “with a view to carefully allocating 
these funds to projects which will impact most heavily on black 
voters.” 

What that means to me is that they are to be allocated in a way that 
would reflect favorably on the President and would demonstrate to 
blacks that a Republican administration is concerned with them. And 
that, in fact, was the intent, that we do a better job of getting black 
groups to apply for grants and contracts and to get them together with 
the various programs that could be helpful to them, such as minority 
business enterprise and the SBA loan programs. 

Mr. Hamilton*. You do not interpret this provision as saying the 
plan is to put the money where it will best advantage the President ? 
In other words, put the money where you will get the black votes ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, yes ; you are putting the money where you can — 
there is an implication here that you are putting the money where you 
can have an impact on the voters and gain political consideration. But 
I think that is totally consistent with my earlier statement of allocat- 
ing the funds in a way that will demonstrate to blacks that they can 
work with this administration. 

Mr. Hamilton. What is your explanation of the sentence that I read 
you at page 2 of the memorandum you ostensibly wrote to Mr. Mitchell : 

Jones and Sexton, working through their field organization, will be responsible 
for finding recipients in key cities who will be supportive of the reelection effort. 

Isn’t it a fair interpretation of that provision that money is going 
to be channeled, or rechanneled, to those people 

Mr. Malek. That was never my intention that that be done. And 
since I really can’t tell you that this is a memo that I approved or 
sent, it is kind of difficult for me to explain the intent. It does seem to 
me that it could be interpreted several different ways. However, even 
if that were the case 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever have a conversation with Mr. Mitchell 
about this particular memorandum? 

Mr. Malek. Well, as I recall it, I met with Mr. Mitchell and dis- 
cussed the black organization and the need to strengthen it, but I do 
not recall sending him a memorandum on the subject. My normal 
practice in dealing with Mr. Mitchell was to sit down and discuss with 
him things I wanted to do and gain his approval. It would not have 
rgally been necessary to send this kind of memorandum since I met 
faith him on a regular basis. Now, that is one of the reasons that leads 
me to believe that this is not a memo that I approved or sent. 

1 ' Mr. Hamilton. You weren’t in the habit of sending Mr. Mitchell 
memorandums ? 

' | Mr. Malek. I sent Mr. Mitchell memorandums, but on something 
like this where all I wanted to do was to — where I really didn’t need 
a decision from him that couldn’t have been handled verbally — all I 
faas asking to do would be to add a man from the Republican National 
Committee to the campaign committee — it doesn’t seem to me in retro- 
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spect it is the kind of thing that I would have needed to send him a 
memo on. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is your testimony, you do not remember his 
discussing with you this particular memorandum or this particular 
plan that is set out here ? 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. I do not recall discussing this memo- 
randum or this plan with Mr. Mitchell, nor do I recall reading or send- 
ing this memorandum to him. 

Mr. Hamilton. You do not recall any disapprobation expressed 
by Mr. Mitchell as to the contents of this memorandum ? 

Mr. Maleic. I don’t recall it, which doesn’t mean it didn’t happen. 
But I don’t recall any. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK, Mike. 

Mr. Hershman. All right. Because I’m a little bit hazy on the au- 
thorship of this memorandum, and because it is such an important 
memo, I would like to go over it point by point. 

The first sentence says, “As we have discussed, there have been some 
problems in getting the black vote campaign moving.” Did you have 
a discussion with Mr. Mitchell in which you indicated there were some 
problems in getting the black vote campaign moving ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, yes, several. 

Mr. Hershman. OK. Let us skip down to the last sentence of that 
paragraph. “I have developed a three-part plan of action which is 
described below.” Did you develop a three-part plan of action ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I remember a two-part plan of action. 

Mr. Hershman [reading] : 

Part No. 1, support Jones with an experienced political organizer to compensate 
for Jones’ lack of political experience. I have arranged the addition of Ed Sexton 
as field operations manager. 

Did you indeed do so ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. That is not completely accurate. He never became 
totally the field operations man. That is the role I had intended, but we 
didn’t work it out exactly that way. 

Mr. Hershman [reading] : 

No. 2: Establish a field organization focused on key cities. Once Sexton is on 
board, he can begin to br id the field organization that we now lack. Under him 
we should have two fie.d coordinators responsible for working with the State 
Nixon organizations to establish effective black organizations in key cities. The 
field coordinators and the field operations manager would each be assigned re- 
sponsibility for specific key States and cities. 

Is this part of your plan of action ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, generally. 

Mr. Hershman [reading] : 

Part 3, intensify efforts to utilize Government grants and loans. I feel that our 
strongest selling point with black voters is the economic assistance this admin- 
istration has provided to blacks. To fully capitalize on this, we have to do a 
better job of publicizing grants already given and of identifying new projects 
for which we will receive maximum impact. 

Was this part of your plan ? 

Mr. Malek. It was my intention, yes, to more fully capitalize on 
what we had already done for the black community by publicizing 
these efforts, and also, as I stated earlier, to try to identify groups 
which had been underserved where new projects — and who could ap- 
ply and qualify for grants and contracts and the like. 
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Mr. Hershman. And as the next paragraph indicates, was the major 
portion of the responsibility for that activity in the realm of the 
White House side of the black team ? 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. 

Mr. Hershman [reading] : 

Bob Brown and the staff have identified all blacks who are receiving or have 
received money from this administration. These recipients will be utilized as a 
source of campaign contributions and volunteers and as a group of highly visible 
blacks to be used to reach the voters in their areas of influence. 

Was that part of your plan? 

Mr. Malek. Well, as I stated earlier, we felt that, given the very 
limited support we had in the black community, that a very natural 
area to search for initial support would be amongst those who had 
benefited from this administration’s presence and to find those amongst 
that group who would be — who were supportive and who could kind 
of act as a rallying point to other blacks. 

Mr. Hershman [reading] : “These recipients will be utilized as a 
source of campaign contributions and volunteers.” Now, I am talking 
about recipients of money from this administration. Was this part of 
your plan? 

Mr. Malek. Well, as I said earlier, I had nothing to do with fund- 
raising, and I did not have a plan for raising of funds. 

Mr. Hershman. Sir, we just went through this, almost this entire 
memorandum, and you have identified everything in here as being 
part of your plan. 

Now, I would like you to either identify or disassociate yourself 
with this particular sentence in this plan. “These recipients will be 
utilized as a source of campaign contributions and volunteers and as 
a group of highly visible blacks to be used to reach the voters in their 
areas of influence.” 

Mr. Malek. What I am saying is, if in fact the finance committee 
intended to use these contributors, these recipients of grants as a source 
of campaign contributions, that could have been so. I do not recall. 
It certainly was not part of my plan, because I had absolutely no 
responsibility for raising one cent. My responsibility was organiza- 
tional and political, not fundraising. 

Mr. Hershman. So, then, your testimony is that this strategy was 
not part of your plan? Is that correct? 

Mr. Malek. My testimony is that I do not recall having any — 
giving any direction concerning the raising of campaign contributions 
from black grant or contract recipients. 

Now, on the other hand, we did intend- — I did approve the plan that 
I believe Bob Brown had to try to use these recipients as kind of a 
.Cornerstone for building a black organization, since, as I stated, we did 
not have much support amongst the black community, and these people 
t?ho were in business and who were generally more conservative than 
t'Jie average black in political philosophy, and who had benefited from 
the policies of this administration, were the natural place to turn to 

f et a nucleus of support in key cities, which could then be built upon. 
>ut here we are talking about organizational. 

Mr. Hershman. Going on to the third paragraph under “Intensify 
efforts to utilize Government grants and loans,” it states: 
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Effective allocation of new grants requires close co-ordination between the 
White House and the campaign team. As a first step, I have asked Bob Brown 
to identify all major sources of grant and loan moneys which could be allocated 
to blacks. 

Did you indeed do so ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Hershman [reading] : 

Then Jones and Sexton, working through their field organization, will be 
responsible for finding recipients in key cities who will be supportive of the 
election effort. 

Is that, sir, part of your plan ? 

Mr. Malek. I do not believe it was part of my plan. I do not believe 
I ever asked Jones and Sexton to work with their field organization to 
find recipients who would be supportive of the reelection. But I do not 
recall that, and I do not know what Mr. Jones or Mr. Sexton said. I 
do not recall ever asking them to do that. 

Mr. Hershman. So that in summarizing this memo, would it be fair 
to say that the major portion reflects your strategy as to the black 
vote campaign, with the exception of soliciting funds from recipients, 
grant recipients, and with the exception of working through the field 
organization in finding recipients in key cities who would be sup- 
portive ? Is that correct, sir ? 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. 

Mr. Hershman. Thank you. 

Mr. Dash. This was your memorandum ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, we haven’t established that, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Haven’t we ? 

Mr. Malek. It does say “from Fred Malek to John Mitchell.” I do 
not recall signing or sending or reading this particular memorandum, 
and it could have been drafted for me to send. I do not recall. 

Mr. Dash. Just in response to some of your answers that I just 
picked up, if this were your plan and were sent by you, the language 
“these recipients will be utilized,” if there was an organizational kind 
of concept — it may be semantics — the language could be that these 
recipients could be utilized, with the reference “will be.” And later on 
each time, “Then Jones and Sexton, working through their field or- 
ganization, will be responsible.” 

It seems to be some expression of a plan that is not a potential plan 
but is one that is in effect — will take effect. 

I wondered if a memorandum which reads “from Fred Malek to 
John Mitchell” seems to be one which actually is telling him of a plan 
that will take place. 

Mr. Malek. Well, two points that should be made there, though : 
First, I recall discussing with Mr. Mitchell the changes I wanted to 
make in the black campaign, which was not at this point going very 
well. I do not recall drafting, signing, or sending him a memorandum 
on the subject. So I cannot say that this memo was something that had 
my approval. 

Second, I think I should say that it was never my intention to utilize 
our grant and contract moneys for gaining support, specifically of 
specific grant recipients of the reelection effort. And I do not believe, 
to the best of my recollection, that Mr. Jones or Mr. Sexton ever 
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worked with their — within their field organizations specifically iden- 
tifying potential recipients for grants and arranging for them to get 
grant or contract money in return for reelection support. I don’t be- 
lieve that happened. 

Mr. Dash. Who on your staff may I ask 

Mr. Malek. Now, you have probably questioned these people, and 
it might be interesting to know what they have to say. I do not recall 
ever giving any direction of that sort, and it certainly was never my 
intent to do that. 

Mr. Dash. Actually, the source material for many of these memos 
do come from, in fact, the memos from either the White House or the 
Committee To Re-Elect the President. So that, in effect, is a correct 
copy of a memo that did in fact go to Mitchell. 

Now, if this was a memo that bore your name to Mr. Mitchell but 
one you did not draft, who on your staff would be likely to be drafting 
memos on your behalf to Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Malek. Now, the language is very similar to what is in this 
other paper that was prepared here, which was really an amplification 
of a total plan for attracting the black vote. It seems to me, in effect, 
that this is — I just kind of glanced at this- — but this one to Mitchell 
seems to be a summary of this longer plan, which was submitted to me. 
And, conceivably, whoever was participating in preparing this may 
have prepared this for me to send to Mitchell to kind of get this under- 
way, but I just don’t recall having read this or signed it. 

Mr. Dash. I understand that the kind of question I asked, they have 
been going into before, so I don’t want to repeat the questions. 

I guess the only question I have is that when a memorandum, either 
by a staff person or anybody acting under your supervision, would pur- 
port to send a memo or draft one — I assume it is true in many staffs 
that subordinate staff people do draft memos for their superiors ; did 
this ever occur in which the memo wouldn’t at least be shown for your 
approval before being sent out to Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, it would not have been sent without my approval. 
I am quite sure of that. What I am saying is I’m not at all certain 
this was sent to Mitchell. It is the kind of thing that could have 
easily been prepared, and I would have said, “Oh, hell, I’ll just talk 
to John about this. I’m going to meet with him tomorrow ; I’ll just 
go over this with him.” 

You know, there is no approval blank. I’m not asking him for 
approval. I’m just sort of informing him. Maybe I just mentioned 
it to put it on a list of six things I’m going to discuss with him when 
I see him tomorrow. I don’t know, Mr. Dash. 

I am not denying that I sent the memo. I simply do not recognize 
the memo and do not recall having sent it. But, irrespective of that, I 
can tell you without any doubt whatsoever that the intent was not to, 
was not to do what you interpreted this last sentence to do, and that 
is to find recipients and then give them grants in return for their 
support of the reelection effort. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, hadn’t you been informed though, that 
Mr. Brown and Mr. Jones were, in fact, trying to get grants from 
various departments for various persons? 

Mr. Malek. I knew that they were working on grants, yes. But my 
impression of what they were doing is the same as was being done 
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in the Spanish-speaking effort, and that is that they were going out 
and looking for potential grantees and contractors. 

Mr. Hamilton. Can we go off the record? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Back on the record. 

Is it fair to say that Mr. Jones and Mr. Brown were seeking grants 
for individuals who were supportive of the administration and that 
you had been so informed? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t think that would be a fair way to categorize 
it at all. I think the way I understood it was, that they were reaching 
out into the black community to find people who had not had the 
opportunity to participate in many of the programs of Government 
which aid minorities, and try and encourage them to apply for grant 
applications and, if they were substantively qualified, hopefully to 
receive them, and in this way to demonstrate to the black community 
that it was possible to work with this administration, with the Repub- 
lican administration, and that consequently the hope was that they 
would then judge — and other blacks that saw this happening — would 
judge this an administration that they would like to support. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you a memorandum that was written 
to you by Mr. Jones, dated September 7, 1972, weekly activity report. 
And I would like to read to you what amounts to the first, second, 
third, fourth, fifth, and sixth paragraphs. Mr. Jones reports, 
“Attended White House OMBE meeting to clarify status of minority- 
oriented proposals that had been submitted by active supporters.” 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 24-A. 1 ] 

Now, does this passage convey to you that Mr. Jones and others 
were involved in trying to achieve grant money, loan money, for active 
supporters ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, first of all, here again I’m not sure that even 
though this is addressed to me and sent to me that I bothered to read it. 
At this stage of the game, September 7, the activities of the black 
campaign, the Black Vote Division, were not high on my list of 
priorities, although a lot of polls indicated that we had kind of leveled 
off in terms of the black support we could expect, and our major targets 
of opportunity were really in other areas. 

And I really doubt that most of these, as well as most of the voter 
bloc memos, probably didn’t even get read to me. In fact, they went 
to one of my staff members, who a lot of times would not even forward 
them to me. So I’m not sure I saw this. 

In the event I did see it, again here, you could interpret this several 
ways. “Clarify the status of proposals that had been submitted by 
active supporters.” Clarifying the status could be to find out where 
they were so that they could, in turn, let the people know where their 
arrant applications stood, whether they were in the ballpark, whether 
they had any promise of being acted on in this year or next year or 
this month or whatever. So it could mean different things. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you another memorandum if that one 
ri too late and you weren’t concerned about the black vote at that time. 
This one is dated May 11, 1972, and it is from Paul Jones to you, 
again, a weekly activity report. 


1 See n. 2417. 
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[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 25. 1 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. The fifth paragraph says, “Coordinating and de- 
veloping with Bob Brown’s office a strategy for a $30 million negotia- 
tion for the Department of Labor.” Why would Mr. Jones, who was 
a campaign official, be involved in a $30 million negotiation with 
Labor ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember seeing that memorandum? 

Mr. Malek. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Wouldn’t something like that have struck your eye, 
that a $30 million grant was being negotiated by 

Mr. Malek. It doesn’t say grant. It says “a strategy for a $30 million 
negotiation for the Department of Labor.” It is amazingly unclear 
and not very comprehensive. I couldn’t tell you what that meant. 
Could you? 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it it would mean a grant, a contract, a loan, 
something of that nature, $30 million put up by the Department of 
Labor. 

Have vou got any specifics on that ? 

TMr. Hershman nods in the negative.l 

Mr. Malek. I think it’s pretty sloppily written. I have no idea what 
it means. 

Mr. Hamilton. Isn’t it true that some concern was expressed to you 
bv various peonle — Mr. Brown, Mr. Marumoto. Mr. Jones, and Mr. 
Armendariz— that their program to use OMBE grants was being 
frustrated by personnel at the Office of Minority Business Enterprises, 
specifically, Mr. Jenkins? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. They felt very strongly that the funds from the 
Office of Minority Business Enterprise were being utilized in a parti- 
san manner to help our opponents, while those who were potentially 
supporters were being ignored. They felt that the incumbent of OMBE, 
Mr. Jenkins, and his staff had — were being influenced or had motiva- 
tions to help the opposition party. And I never really have met Mr. 
Jenkins or looked into the program, but they all seemed fairly con- 
vinced of that. 

Mr. Hamilton. I have here a memorandum to Mr. Brown. Mr. M«rn- 
moto, Mr. Jones, and Mr. Armendariz from vou dated March 3, 1972, 2 
I believe it has vour initials on it. Is that your writing? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. The first paragraph reads : 

Each of you has expressed concern to me recently about the use of OMBE 
grants. This obviously represents an excellent opportunity to make a contribu- 
tion and gain headway in the black and Spanish-speaking area. 

Now. is it a fair interpretation of this passage that you have written 
that GMBE grants were to be used to gain headway, to gain votes in 
the black and Spanish areas ? 

. Mr. Malek. Here again, OMBE was one of the key areas where we 
felt that we could develop people in the Spanish-speaking and black 
communities who were qualified and who could submit and qualify 
Substantively for grants of this type who hadn’t participated before 
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because they hadn’t had any encouragement. And so, therefore, it was 
an area where we felt some additional encouragement should be made. 

Mr. Hamilton. My question is : Was it your intention to use 'OMBE 
grants to make headway, make an impact in the black community and 
the Spanish-speaking community in a way that would benefit the Presi- 
dent’s reelection campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, the way you are stating it is not the way I looked 
at it then. 

Mr. Hamilton. You can answer “no” if I make an incorrect 
statement. 

Mr. Malek. Well, your statement is not totally out of line, but it is 
not correct either. The intent was, again, to, as I saw the intent, my 
intent and what I understood the intent of Mr. Brown and Mr. Maru- 
moto, was to go out into the black and Mexican-American communi- 
ties and assist those groups who had not had the opportunity to par- 
ticipate in OMBE grants, to familiarize them with the fact that 
OMBE grants existed and what needed to be done, and to encourage 
them to apply for OMBE grants, because we felt that there were a 
lot of people out there who simply did not have the opportunity, due 
to their own ignorance of the program and their own lack of sophistica- 
tion, from being able to apply, and yet there were people who were 
deserving of these kinds of grants under the statute. 

And in doing so, and in encouraging them to apply, we obviously 
felt that this, along with the possible awarding of grants, would — 
to these people when it occurred — would have political benefits, yes. 

Mr. Hershman. Excuse me, Jim, if I may. In line with this question 
concerning the Office of Minority Business Enterprise, I caught part 
of a statement you made before, and I just want to clarify it. And 
that was that some of your subordinates felt -that Mr. Jenkins, the 
Director of OMBE, was acting in a partisan manner. Is that correct, 
sir? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hershman. And they felt that this should be corrected ? 

Mr. Malek. Right. 

Mr. Hershman. And did you agree with this, sir ? 

Mr. Malek. I didn’t know that he was acting in a partisan manner, 
but they were convinced of it. If you read further in this memo, be- 
cause they all felt concerned about it, I thought that what we ought 
to do was to have one person who understood the substance of the pro- 
gram who could look into this and serve as a liaison. And I talked to 
Mr. Cole about it. and we agreed that Mr. Evans of the Domestic 
Council staff could fill that role. 

I didn’t -think it was right for Brown and Marumoto and Jones 
and Armendariz and company to be all harping on this man Jenkins. 
And I didn’t think it was appropriate for all of them to be going to 
Jenkins on grant issues. I thought we ought to handle it in the way 
that we handled other substantive issues, where we have a person on 
the Domestic Council who works on a particular issue or set of issues 
who could look into it and provide a more responsible kind of liaison. 
And that is, in effect, what this memo sets out to do. 
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Mr. Hershman. However, if Mr. Jenkins was. indeed, acting in a 
partisan method in allotting grants, T assume that you would haVe 
wanted to correct that. Is that correct, sir ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, yes. 

Mr. ITersjiman. And did Mr. Jenkins 

Mr. Malek. I wouldn’t have wanted to correct it. I wasn’t in the 
Government — at this particular time, I guess I was, but it wasn’t my 
function to correct it. I was trying to get it into the proper channel, 
which was the Domestic Council channel, a policy issue. 

Mr. Hershman. And did Mr. Jenkins finally leave the Office of 
Minoritv Business Enterprise? 

Mr. Mai,ek. Well, he left, but he left sometime after the election. 

Mr. Hershman. And who took his place as Director of that Office, 
sir ? Do you recall ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, Mr. Armendariz. 

Mr. Hershman. Mr. Armendariz. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, do you know of any incident where any 
black was provided support in relation to getting a grant, any promi- 
nent black, so he could be or become a spokesman for the administra- 
tion? 

Mr. Malek. Where he was actually given support in return for 
which he promised his support ? 

M r. H amilton. Yes. 

Mr. Malek. I know of one instance where a prominent black who 
was a supporter of the administration was applying for a grant, and 
I was encouraged, by someone, to expedite that in order that he 
could have more time to spend in vocalizing his support of the ad- 
ministration. I don’t recall that any action was taken in that particular 
instance, but I do recall that being recommended to me. 

M r. Hamilton. Who was that? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall who recommended it, but the grant was 
for a group. It pertained to an application that James Farmer had 
submitted. And my recollection of it — I don’t recall it precisely, but 
that he had an application and it had been judged to meet the sub- 
stantive criteria and that it was a matter of timing of when it would 
be made. But I don’t recall that we took any action on that par- 
ticular — 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, we have two memorandums that relate 
to that, and let me read these to you, and it may refresh your recollec- 
tion. 

The first is in this briefing paper to Mr. Mitchell, which we have 
already referred to several times. On page 3 of this briefing paper 
you suggest as a type of responsiveness activity “Paul Jones wants 
favorable action on an HEW grant for James Farmer that would 
enable Farmer to have time to speak in support of the reelection.” 

And then there is another document, a later document. It is a 
memorandum dated April 18, 1972, for vou from Paul Jones; subject: 
meeting with James Farmer. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 26.*] 

Mr. Ha mtlton. TiPt. me give this to vou and give one to Senator 
Ervin, and I would like to read this into the record. 


* See p. 8419. 



8271 


In the Brown-Jones meeting with James Farmer, the following points of in- 
terest were discussed : (1) Farmer’s willingness to work in support of the Presi- 
dent. It was agreed he might better serve at this time by maintaining a non- 
partisan posture. Jim expects to build on the attitude coming out of Gary. (2) 
His speaking engagements. He is to send a list of his engagements ; we will seek 
to arrange media interviews in connection with his key appearances. (3) Farmer’s 
interest in funding for his think-tank proposal. He is seeking $200,000 seed 
money from HEW. This should be moved on but should allow for a final Brown- 
Jones checkoff in order to reinforce Farmer’s involvement. Additionally, there 
is some need that the think-tank initially focus on key issues of interest to black 
voters. 

Now, is it your understanding that Mr. Brown and Mr. Jones were 
given a checkoff or a signoff capacity to reinforce Farmer’s 
involvement? 

Mr. Malek. No, no. I believe this is something that Jim Farmer 
personally talked to me about before this memo was even written. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your understanding that there was a quid pro 
quo here, that Mr. Farmer’s involvement in the campaign was de- 
pendent upon this grant ? 

Mr. Malek. Absolutely not. My recollection of it is that Farmer 
was trying to get this organization started, but he was having to spend 
a great deal of his time in the effort, and he would be able to spend 
more time speaking once he got the thing underway. 

He had talked to me about this, I think, some months prior to this. 
He is a personal friend from the days when we served together in 
HEW. And he had come to me because he didn’t know anybody else 
in the White House. And I don’t remember what I did. I may have 
sent him off to someone else who was more directly involved. And 
that is my major recollection of it, and I don’t know what the final 
disposition of this was. 

I do not believe that I took any action or directed anyone else to 
take any action on it. And I certainly don’t feel that Mr. Brown or 
Mr. Jones should have had a checkoff, and I don’t believe they did. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you think it was proper for Mr. Jones, who was 
a campaign official, to be involved in the decision on an HEW grant 
in any way? 

Mr. Malek. No, it was not appropriate for him to be involved. It 
was appropriate for him to surface the need for him expediting some- 
thing that — I don’t think there is anything inappropriate to advocate 
something that was in process and make his view known that there 
was a consideration. But I think the appropriate persons to make the 
decision on the grant were the program people in HEW, and I assume 
that they did so. And I don’t know whether they decided favorably 
or unfavorably on it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you take any action in regard to this memo- 
randum ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall taking any action. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you reprimand Mr. Jones for being involved 
in the grant-making process ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall that I did. You are showing me a memo 
here 2 years old on a kind of a — frankly, what I realize to you at this 
point is an important point, but which to me, at that point in time, 
was a rather obscure point, and asking me to recall specific things 
from it, which is awfully difficult to do. 
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I may have skimmed this thing and not even known about the 
Brown-Jones checkoff. I may not have even caught that. I may have 
just read it and let it go through. I may have read it and registered and 
thought about following up, or not. I don’t recall exactly how I re- 
acted to this specific piece of paper. This is one of probably, you know, 
50 or 60 pieces of paper I looked at on that particular day. 

Mr. Hamilton. But it is fair to say, isn’t it, that this piece of paper 
is at least consistent in concept with the concept that is set forth in 
your memorandum to Mr. Mitchell, the memorandum that ostensibly 
was sent by you to Mr. Mitchell on the black field plan, where it was 
suggested 

Mr. Malek. I don’t think there is any relationship at all. 

Mr. Hamilton. Where it was suggested in that memorandum that 
part of the black field plan was to provide grants to individuals who 
were supportive of the administration so they could become visible, so 
they would become visible supporters of the administration. 

Mr. Malek. I don’t think there is a relationship. This is an entirely 
different kind of thing. I don’t think it is at all supportive of what is 
in the memo, this memo that may or may not have gone to Mitchell. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I don’t want to quibble with you, Mr. Malek, 
but this memorandum says, “These recipients” — in other words, the 
recipients of money from the administration — “will be utilized as a 
source of campaign contributions and volunteers and as a group of 
highly visible blacks to be used to reach the voters in their areas of 
influence.” 

And here they talk about — in the Farmer memorandum, which, 
incidentally, was even written before this memorandum to Mr. 
Mitchell — they talked about 

Mr. Malek. Two months before. 

Mr. Hamit, ton. Two months before. They talked about “Farmer’s 
interest in funding for his think-tank proposals. This should be moved 
on but allow for final Brown-Jones checkoff in order to reinforce 
Farmer’s involvement,” involvement being his willingness to work in 
support of the President. Now, it seems to me that it is difficult to 
say 

Mr. Malek. But the point is, Farmer already was a supporter of 
the President. He had served as an Assistant Secretary in the Nixon 
administration. He kept contact with a number of us in the adminis- 
tration. He had been vocalizing his support of the administration in 
a low key but effective manner, so this wasn’t anything new. 

The main thing they wanted to do, as I understand it, was they were 
hopeful this grant would be made sooner rather than later, so that Mr. 
Farmer would be freed to spend even more of his time in speaking. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, if he was already on board, why was it neces- 
sary “to allow for a final Brown-Jones checkoff in order to reinforce 
Farmer’s involvement”? 

Mr. Malek. I can’t explain the language that Mr. Jones chose for 
this memo. But I think I probably know Mr. Farmer better than 
Mr. Jones does, and my very distinct impression was that Mr. Farmer 
was a supporter of the President throughout the 4-year period. 

Mr. Ha mii, ton. I just have a few more questions on the black area. 

Senator Ervin. Was Farmer at this time a part of the administra- 
tion, or had he resigned ? 
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Mr. Malek. He had resigned, Mr. Chairman. He resigned in, I be- 
lieve it was sometime in 1970. 

Senator Ervin. What was his think-tank proposal ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, he has got an operation that is here in Washing- 
ton, and he has asked me to speak at it, and I haven’t been able to but 
will shortly, that is devoted to — it is devoted to some sort of social 
research and education for blacks. And it is hard for me to define it 
much beyond that. I think it is connected with — it might be connected 
with Howard University. 

Mr. Freedman. I believe it is connected with Howard University. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Malek, does the name Charles Wallace mean 
anything to you? Mr. Wallace is president of Wallace & Wallace Fuel 
Oils in 

Mr. Hershman. Queens, New York. 

Mr. Hamilton. Queens, New York. 

Mr. Malek. I recall the name of Charles Wallace as a black business- 
man who I believe was a supporter of the President, but I don’t 
know anything more than that. I don’t recall anything more than that. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to show you a memorandum from Mr. 
Jones to you, another weekly activity report, dated July 14, 1972. 
And the ninth paragraph reads like this : 

Through White House contacts initiated new efforts to assist Charles Wallace, 
president, Wallace and Wallace Fuel Oils, in overcoming present constraints to 
expand his business. This has for the time being allowed us to assist a staunch 
Nixon supporter. 

Now, do you know what action was taken in this regard? 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 27. 1 ] 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t . 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you know that Mr. Wallace was actively in- 
volved in the Presidential campaign, or was to become actively in- 
volved ? 

Mr. Malek. I may have. I don’t recall enough about him at this 
time to say whether I did or did not. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if he was a Government contractor? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you know that he made a solicitation to various 
minority SBA, 8(a), minority contractors for contributions in support 
for the President? 

Let me ask you if you ever saw this particular document. It is 
dated September 12, 1972, and it is from Mr. Wallace. In the document 
I have, the name of the firm is left out, because it would be typed in. 
It is a form letter. 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 28. 2 ] 

Mr. Malek. Well, I don’t recall having seen this particular letter 
before. At the same time, it seems to me that it is — there is nothing in- 
appropriate about the letter itself. 

He is simply pointing out there that the 8(a) program is a very 
good program that has been very helpful to minorities and which has 
multiplied several times under President Nixon and he thinks that this 
demonstration of the President’s concern for the blacks justifies their 


1 See p. 8420. 

2 See p. 8423: 
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supporting the administration voterwise. But I don’t recall ever having 
seen it before. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you have any indication that Mr. Wallace’s cam- 
paign activities were the result of the support that had been given him 
by Mr. Jones and others in overcoming restraints to expand his 
business ? 

Mr. Malek. I just don’t recall what his specific activities were and 
I don’t recall what motivated his particular activities. 

Mr. Hershman. Are you aware of the fact that 1 month after Mr. 
Wallace sent out that particular letter you have in your hand now, he 
received a $2 million -plus 8(a) contract ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I was not aware of that. Look, you say that as 
though — is there anything wrong with that? Was he not getting 8(a) 
contracts right along? I was just wondering if that was an unusual 
sort of thing. 

Mr. Hershman. I was just wondering if this support indicated in 
the weekly activity report directed to you did not involve helping him 
obtain this $2 million 8(a) contract ? 

Mr, Malek. Well, certainly from my point of view, it didn’t. I can’t 
say certainly that no one assisted him m getting this, but I have no 
recollection of that. 

And, further, it might be interesting to look at what the pattern 
has been. Usually these 8(a) contractors get something each year. It 
is not just a one-time event and it might be interesting to see if this 
was out of the ordinary for him or for his firm or a firm of that size. 

I really don’t know. I am just suggesting you might look at that 
before you draw any conclusions. 

Mr. Hershman. Well perhaps we can jump back for just a second 
to a Spanish contractor from the Washington area. I believe we dis- 
cussed him earlier, Mr. J. A. Reyes Associates. Mr. Reyes was men- 
tioned prominently in a number of weekly activity reports, directed 
from Mr. Marumoto to yourself and Mr. Colson. 

Mr. Reyes stated to us in a staff interview that during 1971 he had 
done between $400,000 and $500,000 in business. In 1972, Mr. Reyes 
became chairman of the Virginia-Washington, D.C., and Maryland 
Chapter of the National Hispanic Finance Committee which was an 
authorized arm of the Finance Committee for the Re-Election of the 
President. 

In 1972, his firm’s business doubled. All of which was under the 8(a) 
program. Do you, perhaps, know of any connection between Mr. Reyes’ 
campaign activities and the increase, sudden increase, of his business? 

Mr. Malek. I know of no connection whatsoever. I don’t deny that 
there was a connection. But I certainly don’t know of any. 

Senator Ervin. At this time, were you a White House employee? 

Mr. Malek. Well, we’re talking about several times here, Mr. Chair- 
man. Up until July 1, I was a White House employee. 

Senator Ervin. What year? 

Mr. Malek. 1972. 

Senator Ervin. And were most of your activities political in nature? 

Mr. Malek. Well, sir, my activities in the White House were pri- 
marily related to the overseeing of personnel for the President, which 
included the recruiting and hiring of people for various Presidential 
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appointee spots and the handling of the various patronage requests 
we got. In addition, as a campaign approach, I spent part of my time 
assisting in a coordinating role tvith the Re-Elect Committee in over- 
seeing some of the 

Senator Ervin. The testimony we have received thus far indicates 
to my mind that many of the White House employees who were being 
compensated by tax moneys, were primarily engaged in political 
activities. 

Mr. Malek. Well, I would say from about March 1, until June 30, 
1972, 1 spent, I would estimate anywhere from one-third to 50 percent 
of my time — or let us say, roughly, 40 percent of my time — on 
campaign-related activities. 

Senator Ervin. In other words, the evidence we have received, the 
information we have gotten, is to the effect there was about as much 
political activity going on in the White House as there was in the 
Committee To Re-Elect the President. 

Mr. Malek. Well, sir, I don’t think there was quite as much. I don’t 
think the budget of the White House was quite as big as the Committee 
To Re-Elect, but I think it is fair to assume that there were a number 
of us who spent part of our effort in support of the President’s re- 
election. 

I don’t think this is particularly unusual, in my own opinion. I 
don’t think it is particularly unfair. The President has a White House 
staff whom he appoints, who are exempt from the provisions of the 
Hatch Act, and I think as an election approaches, that generally in 
the past, as in 1972, many of these people do engage in activities that 
help support his reelection. That is my own judgment, of course. Yours 
and others may be different. 

Senator Ervin. My own judgment is that I am an old-fashioned 
man, I guess, but I think there is something unethical in employing 
people who are engaged in political activities with taxpayers’ funds. 
There is no use for us to argue about that point. 

Mr. Malek. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. There is another thing. These things indicate to me 
that the program contemplated that every Federal program, where 
discretionary grants were involved, that that program should be 
utilized primarily for political advantage. And secondarily, for any 
other good effects it might have. 

Mr. Malek. Well, sir, that was not the intent. The intent was simply 
to be able to respond to the many requests that we got, and the ad- 
ministration receives several hundred requests from the Congress each 
month, concerning grants, either the expedition or the awarding of 
grants, and the intent was to not only be responsive to those needs of 
the Congress for information and for consideration of the information 
they brought to bear, but to also be in a position to furnish informa- 
tion and consider the information that would come in from the various 
campaign officials. But the primary consideration in the award of any 
grant was to be, and to my knowledge has been, the merits of the 
program. And I think that is the only kind of public policy that is — 
that should be practiced. 

Senator Ervin. Well, I see many references here in writing in the 
memorandums prepared by you to the effect that these grants should be 
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given political priorities in such a way as to most effectively promote 
the President’s reelection. 

Mr. Mat.ek. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think the point that was made 
in the few memos that I have actually signed here, has been that the 
political factors should be one of those considered, not to the exclusion 
of others, but certainly it should lx; one of those considered. 

I would have to say, Senator, that in almost any grant that is made 
in the Government, the political factor is considered in some way or 
another. I don’t think there is a Congressman or a Senator who doesn’t 
have an interest in a grant that is made and who isn’t in there fighting 
for his constituents to get a particular grant. That is a political factor. 
That is considered. 

Senator Ervin. I would say that these papers indicate that the po- 
litical consequences of them were given priority, and I would think 
that under this program, if you had two groups seeking the same grant, 
both of them are equally qualified, that under these things, that the one 
that was conducive to the reelection of the President would have been 
the one that would have gotten it and the others would have been 
proscribed. 

Mr. Malek. Well, sir, if you had two grants that were equally well 
qualified, I think you are right. I think a tendency would be to provide 
a grant to the one favorable to the President. But as long as they are 
' equally qualified, I don’t see a problem in that. I would imagine you 
would like to see your friends get their share of the grants as long as 
they are equally qualified, as well. 

Senator Ervin. I don’t think that I have ever considered the politi- 
cal consequences of any grant I have ever sought. I have never inquired 
as to the political affiliation. 

Mr. Dash. I think, according to the memos that I saw, one of them, 
even if they weren’t equally qualified. The memorandums indicate 
that when the contracts would not otherwise be granted, at the request 
of Gifford, the grants were made, and that would have a political 
impact. It wouldn’t otherwise have been granted, but for the request. 

Mr. Malek. However, what you have got to take into account is that 
when a Member of Congress, and most of these requests referred to 
when we were talking about those Commerce grants and the different 
ones involved — most of those requests came from the Congress. 

They don’t just come in and say, “I want this grant.” They come in 
and make a case, and when making such a case, they often present in- 
formation that someone hadn’t considered. They do a second thing, 
they also insure that a higher level of attention is going to be given 
to the particular grant so that instead of a GS-12 or GS-13 making 
a decision, you have got somebody at a higher level looking into it. 
Now, the advent of further information and the higher level attention, 
can oftentimes and will oftentimes change the priorities that have 
been arranged by the staff. 

Mr. Dash. But in the plan, the overall plans, and then the followup, 
more detailed memos given in the plan, they are memos with your 
name on it, from particular individuals or reports to you, I don’t see 
them primarily concerned with requests from Members of Congress. 

It seems to be clearly demonstrated as a plan on how to use the 
incumbency and the power of the incumbency to be responsive to the 
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political things in the administration. And that these memos don’t deal 
with the response to the requests of Congress ; they deal with the need 
of identifying those grantees who would be friends of the adminis- 
tration and to support them. 

Mr. Malek. Well, there was, very certainly, an effort, particularly 
in the minority communities, to identify grantees, potential grantees, 
who had not had the opportunity to participate and to bring them into 
the mainstream of economic life. But, at the same time, if you look 
at the report that I prepared, the one example that we have which 
lists, I think, about a dozen particular projects that we reported out, 
a number of those were generated from the Congress, a number gen- 
erated from local elected officials, and really not that many generated 
by the campaign organization. 

In fact, one of the reasons that the program — I don’t know if you 
were here when we talked about it earlier, but as I stated earlier, it 
didn’t occupy much of my time and, in fact, I believe it was scrapped 
shortly after my departure from the White House — was that there 
really weren’t that many requests that would come in. And, when 
requests did come in, oftentimes the considerations on the grant were 
so complex that the political factor that would be conveyed by the 
particular request, would not be commanding and, therefore, it did 
not have a high utility. 

Mr. Hershman. I would like to bring two points forward which 
I gleaned from the public testimony of Mr. Marumoto, the former 
staff assistant of the President. It seems to me that Mr. Marumoto’s 
concept of this Responsiveness Program differs in some ways from 
yours. 

The first point I would like to bring out — and this is under the 
questioning by Mr. Dash: 

Mr. Dash. If one of the contenders for a grant was more qualified than the 
other, although the other was not wholly unqualified — I think you mentioned 
if a person was completely unqualified, the agency would report that to you and 
you would not press for a grant. But, if there was a question of — if one con- 
tractor who was not supportive of the administration was more qualified than 
another who was supportive, the preference would be given to the one that was 
supportive? 

Mr. Marumoto. Yes, but I think that was an exceptional situation. 

Mr. Dash. Why don’t you give the page reference, for the record ? 

Mr. Hershman. That’s page 5287. 

Mr. Malek. I read that in the testimony over the weekend. You are 
correct that his interpretation of the intent of his approach differs 
from mine. 

Mr. Hershman. Well, I would like to get your comment concern- 
ing his testimony, coming in on page 5318 and 5319, and this is during 
questioning by Hon. Senator Talmadge: 

Senator Talmadge. What was the responsiveness group? 

Mr. Marumoto. As I explained this morning, this was a group of four or five 
gentlemen who initially were under the leadership of Mr. Malek and later under 
the leadership of Dan Kingsley, who were responsible to and working with 
various interest groups under Mr. Colson’s operation as well as our personnel 
operation to make sure that various departments and agencies were responsive 
to requests that went to them from the White House on personnel matters, 
publicity, public relations, and grants and contracts. 

Senator Talmadge. To simplify it, it was a group to take maximum political 
advantage of public dollars that were awarded in the form of ■ u'dic grants 
and contracts, was it not? 
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Mr. Mabumoto. A system to facilitate some of our requests. 

Senator Talm adge. Facilitate ? What do you mean by that ? 

Mr. Mabumoto. Try to get through the bureaucratic redtape. 

Senator Talmadge. In other words, my statement is correct. It was to maximize 
the advantage of the American taxpayers’ dollars in a political effort, was it not? 

Mr. Mabumoto. Yes. 

Would you comment on that ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, let me find it in here. 

Mr. Hershman. Perhaps your page numbers differ. 

Mr. Dash. You probably have the transcript instead of the 
printed 

Mr. Malek. Well, I just differ with Mr. Marumoto’s interpretation. 
I did not feel it was an effort to maximize the advantage of the tax- 
payers’ dollars in a political effort. Not at all. I have expressed my 
view of what it was several times, and I don’t know that it serves 
anybody’s interests to keep repeating that. 

Mr. Hershman. I understand that. 

Mr. Malek. I don’t see it the same way as Mr. Marumoto does and 
perhaps it is my fault that he interpreted it the way he did, but I 
would also point out that he has also testified in the same testimony 
to a question by Mr. Dash, that he reported to Mr. Colson. He reported 
to me for recruiting matters and for the Spanish-speaking efforts. He 
reported to Mr. Colson and perhaps he received different interpreta- 
tions from different people, but my interpretation has always been 
as I stated it. 

Mr. Hershman. Well, it seems to me that the documentary, these 
weekly activity reports and the memos and whatnot, seem to indicate 
that not only does Mr. Marumoto have a different interpretation of 
the Responsiveness Program than you, but quite a few other staff 
members. 

Mr. Malek. Who ? 

Mr. Hershman. Well, for example, Mr. Brown, Mr. Jones, Mr. 
Armendariz 

Mr. Malek. Now, Mr. Brown did not report to me. He did not work 
for me. Mr. Brown kind of ran his own show. He in no way reported 
to me. 

Mr. Hershman. Let’s take, for example, Mr. Clarke, who sent you 
a memo concerning the black vote field plan. Can you enlighten us, 
please, as to why perhaps these people had such conflicting ideas of 
the Responsiveness Program? Was there an intervening force in here? 
Was there someone else responsible for the Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Malek. So far, you really haven’t identified anyone who really 
worked directly for me who had a differing view. You stated Mr. 
Clarke, but you can’t support that Mr. Clarke — he prepared that cover 
memo to me which does not get into responsiveness. You mention 
Mr. Marumoto, but he reported duly to Mr. Colson. He reported to Mr. 
Colson for the Spanish-speaking campaign activities. 

Mr. Hershman. He did send memos of his activities to you. 

Mr. Malek. He sent memos to both me and Mr. Colson because 
they covered both recruiting activities and they covered also campaign 
activities. Now, what I am telling you is my interpretation of what 
I intended and if it was not communicated effectively, if my inten- 
tions were not communicated effectively, then it is conceivable that it 
could have 
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Mr. Hamilton. Off the record a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hershman. Were you aware that they weren’t communicated 
properly ? 

Mr. Malek. At the time, I wasn’t aware that they weren’t communi- 
cated properly; no. 

Mr. Hershman. When did you first learn that they weren’t com- 
municated properly % 

Mr. Malek. I haven’t learned that yet. You’re putting words in my 
mouth. I said “conceivably” they weren’t communicated. I have also 
pointed out to you that you have not named a member of my own staff, 
anybody that worked for me, that had a misinterpretation. You named 
Mr. Brown, who did not work for me. You named Mr. Marumoto, who 
worked for Mr. Colson on most of these activities. You named Mr. 
Clarke, but I see nothing in anything you have shown me that would 
demonstrate that Mr. Clarke had a misunderstanding at that time. 

And, after I left the White House on July 1, Mr. Clarke no longer 
worked for us. I think we are getting into kind of a nebulous area of 
what was my intention and what did I want, and if you want to con- 
tinue in that vein, I guess we can, but I don’t see how it is going to 
be productive. 

Mr. Hershman. I would just like to know, in view of these memos, 
some of which you have identified — I cannot understand why you did 
not come to realize that perhaps some of these other people’s views of 
the Responsiveness Program was not jelling with yours. 

Mr. Malek. Have you ever worked in a campaign ? Have you ever 
run a campaign? 

Mr. Hershman. No. 

Mr. Malek. It’s a pretty tough job, particularly when you are start- 
ing from scratch and you have to build a field organization in 2 months 
and get a million volunteers and 2,000 storefronts, and a computerized 
system for following up on them. You have got to hire 10 regional di- 
rectors; you have got to get 50 State chairmen mobilized with their 
staffs ; you have got to put together a program to give to them ; you 
have got to put together a speaker’s program ; to go out and knock on 
doors ; to get publicity ; to get out the vote effort. 

It is not an easy mission. It is one of the toughest things I have ever 
had to do and it was the cornerstone of the Nixon campaign from 
July the 1st until November 7. I spent virtually all of my time doing 
just that, building from nothing — a damn strong grassroots campaign 
organization — a very demanding thing. 

I wasn’t too concerned about what — about reading informational 
memos on weekly activities which were basically pump pieces by mem- 
bers of the staff to show that they were busy. In fact, most of these 
information memos that I got went to Mr. Herringer, who reviewed 
them and on occasion would pass something on, but it was not the 
cornerstone of my activity and I was not concerned about it and I 
certainly didn’t think the Responsiveness Program, or whatever you 
want to call it, was worthy of any attention once I went over to the 
campaign. 

Mr. Hershman. Well, In viewing these memos, it seems to me that 
a good portion of the campaign 
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Mr. Malek. Wliat you are trying to do is to attribute things to me 
from memos that were sent to me that I don’t even know ever got to 
me, let alone were read by me. 

Mr. Hershman. Well, it seems to me that a good portion of the cam- 
paign was related to politicizing the executive branch. 

Mr. Maleic. Oh, baloney. 

Mr. Hershman. Or capitalizing on the incumbency. 

Mr. Malek. That’s a minor part of the campaign, a very minor part. 
And in my estimation, a tremendously unimportant part of the cam- 
paign. Mv effort in the campaign, the main effort I ran, if you read 
Teddy White’s book, he spells it out, was building a strong grassroots 
organization to out-McGovern McGovern, to beat the organization that 
they put together in the field. 

Now, whether we did or not, somebody else will have to judge, but 
that’s what we tried to do. We wanted to get out our voters. We didn’t 
want them sitting home on election day. That, to me, was DO percent 
of the campaign from my point of view, what T worked on. The other 
big part of the campaign was the issues and the President’s position 
on the issues. 

Mr. Hamilton. Dick? 

Mr. Schultz. Let me ask a couple of specific things. I take it from 
your testimony that it was a policy of the administration to put con- 
tracts and grants in the hands of a minority for the purpose of in- 
creasing their share of the business activity ? 

Mr. Malek. That is correct. 

Mr. Schultz. And isn’t this policy supported by official regulation? 
The statutory basis of the Economic Opportunity Act? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Schultz. Do you have any knowledge that any firms not quali- 
fied were awarded contracts, or grants ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I have no knowledge that any nonqualified firms 
were awarded contracts or grants. As a matter of fact, it is my under- 
standing, in talking to the administrators of various programs, that 
exactly the opposite is true. That all grants and contracts that were 
made have been made to people who qualify under the criteria spelled 
out by legislation. 

Mr. Schultz. Well, do you have knowledge or did you solicit. — did 
anybody who worked for you — solicit from people who were not quali- 
fied. requests for grants or contracts ? 

Mr. Malek. Not to my knowledge. It is conceivable that they sug- 
gested people who ultimately turned out to be not qualified, that they 
apply for grants, but there was no way of telling at that point until 
they actually got down to submitting the applications. 

Mr. Schultz. In your capacity with the Government, have you had 
occasion to observe any practice whereby the Senators or Representa- 
tives make public announcements that grants and awards were given 
to persons or firms within their districts ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, it is a very common practice for Senators and 
Congressmen to announce grants and contracts that are made in their 
States and districts. 

Mr. Schultz. Was this Responsiveness Program any different 
than utilizing awards and grants for a similar-type purpose ? In other 
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words, gaining some measure of recognition for the jobs that were 
done ? 

Mr. Malek. That, in fact, was the main purpose of the Responsive- 
ness Program. And the analogy to the procedures used with Members 
of Congress is one that I have tried to draw forth, apparently un- 
successfully, earlier in my testimony. 

Mr. Schultz. I know you have testified that the ultimate writeoff, 
or the ultimate approval for grants, awards, contracts, whatever, was 
with the specific department. Did you, or to your knowledge did any- 
one on your staff, change or stop an award from being granted, so far 
as you know, for political reasons ? 

Mr. Malek. T do not know of any such thing happening due to my, 
or a member of my staff’s, intervention. I do know of instances where 
a Member of Congress has intervened and asked for reconsideration, 
and out of courtesy to a Member of Congress or because of the in- 
formation he or she has brought to bear, this has been done. But I 
know of no change in actions that have been brought about by me or 
a member of my staff’s intervention. 

Mr. Schultz. You have no prerogative to overrule an award, or a 
decision bv any department? 

Mr. Malek. No, no. I did not. 

Mr. Schultz. I know you can’t be held accountable for any excesses 
or misunderstandings of people you work with, or perhaps that re- 
ported to you, but did you ever become aware prior to the election, 
that there were excesses or demands or a quid pro quo asked for by the 
individuals who worked for you? I’m talking now with regard to the 
awarding of grants, contracts, for votes. 

Mr. Malek. I do not recall being aware of any awarding of grants 
or contracts in return for votes or contributions. 

Mr. Schultz. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to move on because I think we know 
your views on this particular area. 

Mr. Malek. OK. 

Mr. Hamilton. You know what the memorandums which we have 
shown you say and I don’t think it serves any purpose right now to 
argue further about the memorandums’ meaning. 

We were talking before, right before Senator Weicker had to leave, 
about the activities of the Cabinet Committee on Opportunity for 
Spanish-Speaking People, and I think I asked you if the Cabinet com- 
mittee was engaged in any campaign activities, with the exception of 
its Chairman Ramirez. Do you know if Mr. Ramirez’ staff members 
were engaged in campaign activity ? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall that any of them were, Mr. Hamilton, 
although it is conceivable they were. I just don’t recall. I do — as you 
refresh my memory — recall Ms. Lozano was in some way assisting 
in some of the White House efforts and I believe she later joined the 
Committee To Re-Elect, but I don’t recall any other instances. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, there is the memorandum from you to Mr. 
Conde dated June 5, 1972,* which indicates, paragraph 2 — numbered 


♦jcreviousiy entered during testimony of William H. Marumoto. See book 13, exhibit 
262-22, p. 5593. 
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paragraph 2, on the first page — I will read it : 

If Alex — 

and I take it that is Alex Armendariz — 

wants to add a research person to his staff, he will have to make the case to me. 
Basically, I question a long-term need in view of the fact that we have cen- 
tralized research and advertising at the Committee and because a Spanish- 
speaking consultant is being added to the advertising grouip. If, however, Alex 
can still demonstrate the need for Ms. Lozano’s help, we can arrange for her 
to remain at the Cabinet Committee but spend part of her time supporting our 
activities. 

That is the end of the quote. 

In view of the provisions of the Hatch Act, which I understand 
cover the Cabinet committee, do you think it was proper for Ms. 
Lozano to remain at the Cabinet committee but spend a part of her 
time — 

Mr. Malek. If she in fact is Hatched, as I mentioned earlier — you 
may have established, I, to this day, do not know whether she is 
Hatched 

Mr. Hamilton. You don’t know whether the Cabinet committee was 
Hatched ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I would assume that many employees of the Cab- 
inet committee were Hatched, but there could also be some that were 
not Hatched. I am not an attorney, but there are certain positions in 
a department that are not subject to the Hatch Act. And I do not 
know whether Ms. Lozano was Hatched or not. I assume she was not 
Hatched because she was working in support of some White House 
activities. That was established in the earlier memo on her that you 
showed me and I had heard her name before as helping in some of this 
PR research-related stuff and I assumed she was not Hatched. I do 
not believe I ever really gave it that much thought that she was. Do 
you know that she was Hatched ? 

Mr. Hamilton. It is our understanding that she was Hatched. 

Mr. Hersiiman. Let me, for the record, clarify that. All members 
of the Cabinet Committee on Spanish-Speaking Opportunities were — 
or fell under the provisions of the Hatch Act. 

Mr. Malek. Even the chairman ? 

Mr. Hershman. The chairman was questionable until 1973 when it 
was decided that yes, he, too, fell under the provisions. 

Mr. Malek. OK. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know any Government employees who were 
covered by the Hatch Act who participated in the campaign activities? 

Mr. Malek. Well 

Mr. Hamilton. I think, to be fair with you, we ought to let you know 
what the statute says, and the provision of the Hatch Act that applies 
is section 7324(a) (2) of title 5, which says that “Hatched employ- 
ees shall not take an active part in political management or in political 
campaigns.” 

Do you know of any Government employees who were Hatched that 
took an active part in the campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I think there were some that worked as advance 
men, but I believe they took a leave of absence from their positions 
while they did so in order to avoid that complication. There may have 
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also been a couple of instances where we were bringing people from 
the Government over to the Committee To Ke-Elect, and there might 
have been — I’m just speculating — there may have been a period when 
they were working on campaign activities before they actually got off 
the Government payroll. If you have any specific ones you want to ask 
me about, I can respond, but offhand, I don’t recall any instance. 

Mr. Hamilton. You don’t recall any names? Do you recall any 
names of the advance men for surrogates ? 

Mr. Malek. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you recall that — I believe in early 1972 there was 
a meeting in the White House — early 1972, late 1971 — there was a 
meeting in the White House for approximately 100 people from the 
various agencies to train them to be advance men. 

Mr. Malek. Yes. I heard something about that. Yes, I did know 
that there was that, but these were people from the agencies as well 
as people from the private sector we had identified as having a capacity 
to serve as advance men. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if those agency persons were actually 
used as advance men for the surrogates, when the surrogates were out 
making political speeches? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know for sure, but I believe some of them were. 
But my understanding was, when they acted in a political capacity, 
they took leave from the agencies of which they were a part. 

Mr. Hamilton. You mean, if they went out for one or two trips, 
they would take leave for the day, or what? 

Mr. Malek. I think that’s what they did. Also, it is conceivable 
that many of these people were in schedule C jobs, and weren’t 
Hatched. My understanding was that the people who took part in 
this activity were not subject to the Hatch Act, and those that were 
took leave from the Government while they served in that capacity. 
We wanted to be careful about that, so as not to jeopardize employees 
and not break the law, and it is conceivable that it did not hold every 
time. But I don’t recall any specific instances where there were 
violations. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is Frank Troy? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you a memorandum dated June 30, 
1972. It is written by a Bud Evans, L. J. Evans. It is written to Mr. 
Golson. If you look on page 4, in pencil or in pen, it shows a copy to 
you, and looking at paragraph 19, which is also on page 4, the follow- 
ing paragraph appears: 

Frank Troy will be brought on board on July 5, to act as Flemming’s schedul- 
ing advance man from now until the election. Flemming is still not completely 
on board on this one, but did agree to Troy’s hiring. Malek has been very helpful 
in getting HEW to pick up the tab. 

Could you explain the circumstances on that? 

|The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 29.*] 

Mr. Malek. Flemming was chairman of the White House Council 
on Aging, and I don’t know at this time if he was made Commis- 
sioner of Aging or not. Does anybody happen to know ? 


* See p. 8427. 
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Well, in any case, much of the staff of the White House Council on 
Aging, it was my understanding, was being picked up by HEW. It was 
basically an HEW program, so it was not unusual to have members 
of Flemming’s staff paid for by HEW. The problem here was that 
Flemming was moving around doing an awful lot of speaking on the 
problems of the elderly. We felt that it was very, very useful for 
him to be doing such, because he was an excellent representative for 
the President in speaking to the elderly. 

Now, the speeches he was engaging in were, for the most part, sub- 
stantive speeches. He was not going to political rallies or making po- 
litical speeches. Obviously, however, at the same time, in things he 
did, it was helpful to the President politically. There was a concern 
on the part of Mr. Evans and others, however, that Flemming’s 
scheduling was rather haphazard, and that the arrangements for his 
trips were not being prepared sufficiently in advance. And therefore, 
I don’t know who exactly found this man Troy, but someone found 
this man Troy who could fill this role, and one of my people asked 
HEW to cooperate in providing an extra spot on his staff for him. 

Now, Mr. Troy, acting in the capacity as an advance man for non- 
political speeches, need not have been subject, I don’t think, would 
have been — he could have been subject to the Hatch Act, but he would 
not be in violation of the Hatch Act, any more than an advance man 
for a Cabinet officer going out to make a subjective speech would be 
in violation of the Hatch Act. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to make sure that we are on the same wave- 
length. Is this Harry Flemming we are talking about ? 

Mr. Malek. No, this is his father, who is Dr. Arthur Flemming, 
who, in the Eisenhower administration, was Chairman of the Civil 
Service Commission, and later Secretary of HEW, and then became 
president of McAlester College, I believe it was, prior to coming back 
to head up this conference on the aging. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, was Harry Flemming at this time at the cam- 
paign committee? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. You are sure that Mr. Troy was not acting as an ad- 
vance man for Harry Flemming ? It was for his father ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, yes. We wouldn’t have an advance man for Harry 
Flemming. He wasn’t out speaking. This is for Arthur Flemming. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. I’m about through, Mr. Malek. 

Mr. Malek. I am, too. 

Mr. Hamilton. When you went to the Committee To Re-Elect the 
President, I believe around July 1, 1972, who took over the Responsive- 
ness Program ? 

Mr. Malek. Dan Kingsley. 

Mr. Hamilton. After that date, did you have an occasion to see a 
second progress report on the Responsiveness Program, signed by Mr. 
Kingsley, sent to Mr. Haldeman ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember when this was? 

Mr. Malek. No, I don’t remember, but Mr. Herringer has an affi- 
davit, I believe, that addresses it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember any of the details of this report ? 


I 



8285 


Mr. Malek. I recall — you see, after I went over to the committee, 
I really didn’t think that there would be much followthrough, because 
you heard that Kingsley just took over my responsibilities. I learned 
on June 30 that I was going to start on J uly 1, and I started with a 
bang and didn’t really look back. I just asked Kingsley to take every- 
thing over, so I wasn’t really aware of what was happening. 

Then a progress report came to me from Frank Herringer. Frank 
Herringer was a screen of all of the memos that came to me, and in 
fact cut off a number of them, which in fact goes back to the point I 
made earlier about some of these voter bloc memos. This one, however, 
he forwarded, and he made some notation on it, or a cover blurb, I 
don’t remember which, as it just really didn’t seem worthwhile, and 
probably ought to be killed. And I recommended the same to Mr. 
Haldeman, and I believe they decided to terminate the program at 
that time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it Mr. Herringer’s point that he was disturbed 
by the descriptions in the report of some of the individual actions that 
had supposedly occurred in the responsiveness project? I’m looking at 
page 2 of his affidavit, which we have a copy of here. Do you have 
that with you? 

[The document referred to was marked Malek exhibit No. 30.*] 

Mr. Malek. I guess that, apparently, he was, as he states, concerned 
that some of the exaggerated tone could cause someone not familiar 
with the general staff practice of exaggerated writing to think that 
inappropriate activities were being carried on. I gather that, since that 
is his affidavit, that that is what concerned him. My reaction, though, 
was a little bit different than his. When I got it, I didn’t realize it was 
stfll going on. I thought it was rather stupid to be carrying it on. be- 
cause of the fact that it could be subject to misinterpretation, and that 
at that point in time both Mr. MacGregor and I, on direct orders from 
the President, were extremely sensitive to anything in the whole cam- 
paign that had even the look of impropriety or lack of ethics, and we 
were trying to root anything like that out. And I felt that this, if it 
came to light, could give that appearance. That was my major concern, 
and I do believe I recommended to Mr. Haldeman that the project 
be discontinued. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would it be fair to say that, since the Watergate 
incident had come to the fore, that you wanted to make sure that the 
campaign appeared clean? 

Mr. Malek. I think it would be fair to say that the Watergate inci- 
dent highlighted, for many of us, the point that the campaign was 
subject to abuse by people on down the line who were being a little bit 
overzealous, and that it was our responsibility, as well as, I think, to 
our political benefit, to insure that nothing of this sort went on in the 
campaign. And we made, really, a considerable effort from that period 
of July 1 on to insure that offcolor things, or off-key things, or any- 
thing that would be interpreted in that way were not carried out. I’m 
not saying that there was nothing done from July 1 on that somebody 
couldn’t judge to be inappropriate. But to the extent that we could, 
we looked for these kinds of things and rooted them out. And this was. 


* See p. 8434. 
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in my estimation, somethin? that belonged in that category. It was 
not doing anybody that much good. It was subject to a lot of misinter- 
pretation, and I did not think it was in anyone’s best interest for it 
to continue. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe you said Mr. Haldeman concurred in 
the 

Mr. Malek. That is mv recollection. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you remember what reasons he gave you for his 
concurrence ! 

Mr. Malek. I don’t even know if he passed on anything to me. 

Mr. Hamilton. Then did you inform Mr. Kingsley of this decision ? 

Mr. Mat, etc. I don’t recall whether I did. or whether it came directly 
from Haldeman, or bow it came down. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you aware that Mr. Kingslev subsequently col- 
lected all of the responsiveness documents he could find, and burned 
them? 

Mr. Malek. I’m aware of it from the affidavit that his secretary 
collected materials. I wasn’t aware of what he did with them. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now. Mr. Malek, you are not a lawver. but I would 
like to ask you if vou think that any of the conduct that took place in 
connection with the Responsiveness Program, or took place in connec- 
tion with the activities in the Spanish area or the black area that we 
have discussed, was illegal, either violating civil law or the criminal 
law? 

Mr. Mai, etc. I can categorically state that there was never anv intent 
of anything illegal to be done. It is mv opinion — not being a lawyer, 
as I say. I cannot be definitive — it is my opinion, to the best of my 
knowledge, that there was nothing illegal done in either the black, the 
Spanish-speaking, or other elements of the campaign related to 
responsiveness. 

Mr. Hamilton. The Hatch Act, section 7324(a) (T) of title 5, a 
different provision than we have previously discussed, provides that 
an employee in an executive agency mav not use his — and T’m quoting 
now— “may not use his official authority or influence for the purpose 
of interfering with or affecting the result of an election.” Do you 
think there was anv conduct that violated this provision? 

Mr. Malek. Not to mv knowledge. 

Mr. IT push man. Was that a direct quote, Jim? 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, the quote starts with “use,” but the “may not” 
is also a direct quote. 

Mr. Schultz. “May” is usually permissive. It says “may” ; it doesn’t 
sav “shall not.” 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe the word is “mav.” I was fairlv careful 
when I took it out. Now, the various provisions of the civil service 
laws, and specifically section 4.2 of Executive Order No. 10577, which 
was issued pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3301, provide that — and now I am 
quoting — 

No discrimination shall be exercised, threatened, or promised by any person 
in the Executive Branch of the Federal Government against, or in favor of, any 
employee in . the competitive service, or any eligible or applicant for a position 
in the competitive service, because of his political affiliation, except as may be 
authorized by law. 
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Do you think this provision was contravened by any of the policies 
of the White House personnel office ? 

Mr. Malek. Could I read that ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Sure. It is in quotes. 

Mr. Malek. This is for career positions ? 

Mr. Hamilton. That is for career positions. 

Mr. Malek. I cannot say that no agency of the Government did this, 
because I have no way of knowing. But it was not the policy of my 
office, or my policy, that that be done. 

Mr. Hamilton. Title 18, section 595 of the United States Code, 
makes it criminal for: 

A person employed in any administrative position by the United States in 
connection with any activity which is financed, in whole or in part, by loans or 
grants by the United States, to use his official authority for the purpose of inter- 
fering with or affecting the nomination or election of any candidate for the 
Office of the President. 

Mr. Malek. Could I see that, also? [Pause.] What is your question 
on that ? This is hard for me to interpret, because it says it’s illegal for 
anyone employed, really, by the U.S. Government. 

Mr. Hamilton. In connection with the granting of loans or grants. 

Mr. Malek. It’s not all employees of the Government? 

Mr. Hamilton. No, no. Anybody employed in connection with the 
administration of loans and grants to use his official capacity for 
the 

Mr. Malek. I see. These are the people that make the grant decisions, 
in other words? 

Mr. Hamilton. That’s right. Do you think any activity that was 
carried out under the plan to capitalize on the incumbency violated 
this provision ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I do not know of any, and I would hope that it 
was not, but I think you have to remember that, in the position that 
I was in, that I was not dealing directly with the departments or 
agencies, and that my staff was really only serving as a conduit for 
grant information requests and suggestions. So that it is very con- 
ceivable that I did not have my finger on what was going on in every 
agency of the Government. 

Mr. Hamilton. You are not a lawyer, but would it be your opinion 
that the shifting of grants and loans to target groups and target areas 
to aid in the President’s reelection would be violative of the statute? 

Mr. Malek. If it was a real shifting from something that would 
otherwise be funded, yes. But if it was — if the grants were being 
awarded on a competitive basis, with fair and adequate consideration 
to all of the competing utilizations of the money, then that is not in 
violation, in my layman’s opinion. 

Mr. Hamilton. Section 611 of title 18 makes it criminal 

Mr. Malek. Are my opinions really useful to you on 

Mr. Hamilton. We are not going to take them as final statements 
of the law. 

Mr. Malek. Shucks. 

Mr. Hamilton. My questions are whether or not you think that 
any activity carried out under the responsiveness heading, or under 
the broad plans to utilize the incumbency to reelect the President were 
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violative, in your opinion, of any of the provisions that I’m now read- 
ing to you, and I am frankly interested in your opinion as to legality 
of this conduct. 

Mr. Malek. I am flattered. 

Mr. Hamilton. Section 611 of title 18 provides that, in essence, that 
it is illegal to solicit a campaign contribution from an individual with 
a Government contract, and it is also illegal for someone who has a 
Government contract to make a campaign contribution. I’m talking 
now about an individual who has a Government contract. Do you think 
any of the activities, specifically the activities of the black group, were 
violative of this particular provision ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, for example, if a corporation which has a large 
Government contract, and its chief executive officer, who might own 
5 percent of the stock, makes a contribution, are you telling me that 
is a violation ? 

Mr. Hamilton. No, I’m not. I think the contract should have to be 
with a specific individual. Do you know of any such circumstances? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know of any activities which would have vio- 
lated that particular provision. 

Mr. Hamilton. Title 18, in section 1505, makes it criminal to cor- 
ruptly influence, obstruct, or impede, or endeavor to influence, ob- 
struct, or impede the due and proper administration of the law under 
which the proceeding is being had before a department or agency of 
the United States — in other words, influencing or endeavoring to in- 
fluence a regulatory administrative proceeding. Do you know of any 
conduct taken in connection with the Responsiveness Program that 
would violate that provision ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I do not know of any violation of that provision 
through the Responsiveness Program. 

Mr. Hamilton. Finally, Mr. Malek, section 371 of title 18, the 
United States Code, makes it illegal and makes it a felony to con- 
spire to defraud the United States; and defraud the United States, 
as that term has been interpreted by the Supreme Court, means a 
conspiracy to interfere with the lawful functioning of Government. 
Do you think any of the activity carried out in the Responsiveness Pro- 
gram interfered with the lawful functioning of Government ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I do not. 

Mr. Hamilton. I am through. Does anyone else have any questions ? 

Mr. Freedman. I have several questions. 

Were you aware of any research in the White House to determine 
the use of Government resources in past administrations for campaign 
purposes? 

Mr. Malek. I had heard that some research, that someone had looked 
into that, but just very vaguely. 

Mr. Freedman. Do you remember the results? 

Mr. Malek. No ; well, I remember that it was rather accepted knowl- 
edge around the White House that prior administrations had used the 
incumbency to their advantage in reelection. 

Mr. Freedman. Was there any suggestions that they had devised 
programs similar to the Responsiveness Program ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes ; it was my belief that there had been similar types 
of operations. 
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Mr. Freedman. All right. Getting into the personnel area. 

Mr. Malek. And to extrapolate on it for just a minute, really, again 
the Kesponsiveness Program was simply an extrapolation of what goes 
on all the time through the Congress, anyhow, of responding to their 
needs, and of considering the information they bring to bear. 

Mr. Freedman. OK. In the personnel area, was anyone in the Civil 
Service Commission consulted on the activities of the White House 
personnel organization ? 

Mr. Malek. Oh, yes. I believe I consulted with Mr. Hampton, 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission, on a lot of things. 

Mr. Freedman. Was Chairman Hampton aware of your referral 
program? 

Mr. Malek. Yes, I believe he was. 

Mr. Freedman. I am still unclear on two things, on two people’s 
roles, Mr. Flemming and Mr. Dent. Could you give me a brief descrip- 
tion of their roles from early 1971 through the campaign? 

Mr. Malek. Well, I don’t really understand all of the things, what 
Mr. Dent’s role was. He was kind of a political adviser to the Presi- 
dent, and did a lot of speaking down in the South, kind of sensed 
the mood of the people in the South, and advised the President on 
political matters generally. That is about as aware as I am of his 
specific activities. 

Mr. Freedman. Did that function occur for the 2-year period, a 
3-year period? 

Mr. Malek. I suppose. I guess he started with the beginning of the 
administration. I think he was there for the whole 4 years. Mr. Flem- 
ming — this is in the period now, 1971 ? 

Mr. Freedman. [Nods in the affirmative.] 

Mr. Malek. He was in private enterprise. I think he left in Janu- 
ary of 1971, and went into private business until he came back into 
the campaign organization, and he worked under John Mitchell. It 
was his responsibility for organizing the field activities, the State 
organizations. And then later, that was divided into, I think, four 
geographic areas under Mr. Mitchell, with Mr. Flemming responsible 
for the Northeast, and then, around July 3, after Mr. Magruder 
and I came to the committee, he was reassigned to do some special 
political analysis of various States, and we reallocated the various field 
responsibilities among 10 regional directors. 

Mr. Freedman. You mentioned a number of times that polls were 
taken. Were these for the campaign ? 

Mr. Malek. Yes. 

Mr. Freedman. And on whose budget were they paid from? 

Mr. Malek. The campaign. 

Mr. Freedman. You brought a number of documents with you to- 
day. Do any of those documents reflect information that we have not 
discussed to this point? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t think so. I think your information far surpasses 
mine. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think a better way to put that 

Mr. Malek. Well, I’ve got some information here on examples of 
congressional intercessions in the grant process, which you may not 
have. 
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Mr. Hamilton. I think a better way to ask that question, Mr. Malek, 
is, do you have any additional documents which relate to the Respon- 
siveness Program, and were covered by the subpena that was served 
on you that you have not turned over to us ? 

Mr. Malek. No, I do not. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. 

Mr. Freedman. Was Chairman Hampton aware of the August 30, 
1971, form? 

Mr. Malek. I don’t know whether he was or not. Probably not. 

Mr. Freedman. OK. Was there a group within the White House that 
would advise on the determination of whether the candidate was to 
receive a high political rating, such as a must placement ? 

Mr. Malek. Well, it would typically rely on the congressional liai- 
son staff, either Mr. MacGregor or Mr. Timmons, to make that de- 
termination, since most of the requests were coming from the Con- 
gress. If they came from a State or local elected official, I believe we 
would get the opinion of the Office of Intergovernmental Relations, 
who dealt on a regular basis with these people, because it is very diffi- 
cult somtimes to differentiate between somebody who did have ex- 
tremely high priority to a Member of Congress, and those who didn’t. 
And we would rely on their guidance. 

Mr. Freedman. Was there a similar group who would pass judg- 
ments on grants ? 

Mr. Malek. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Freedman. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Hershman. Just one. Are you aware of any instance of White 
House staff personnel receiving cash funds from Government con- 
tractors or grantees, or people receiving loans from the Federal Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr. Malek. None, none that I am aware of. 

Mr. Hershman. That’s all. 

Mr. Hamilton. Dick ? 

Mr. Schultz. I have nothing further. 

Mr. Hamilton. All right. I think we are through. Thank you very 
much. 

[Whereupon, at 5 :20 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
adjourned.] 
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Malek Exhibit No. 1 

MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASH I K i 

CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


TOW 

January 28, 1972 
H. R. HALDEMAN 
FRED MALEK 

My Role in Support of Re- Election 


Attached is a concept paper outlining and evaluating the alternative 
roles I could assume to render maximum support to the re-election 
efforts. I will look forward to discussing it with you. 

Attachment 
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EYES ONLY - CONFIDENTIAL 

CONCEPT PAPER ON ALTERNATIVE ROLES 


As I see it at this point there are three alternative ways I can contribute 
over the next 10 months. The purpose of this memo is to lay out and 
evaluate these three options, I would be happy to undertake one 

of the three and feel the decision should be made by you and John Mitchell 
or the President. 

As you know, John Mitchell has asked me to join the Campaign Organization 
as his deputy for supervising the Citizens and Voting Bloc operations. My 
proposed responsibility would also include providing him with a continuing 
management audit to evaluate performance and spot problems throughout 
the campaign organization. This is explained more fully in the attached memo 
that Mitchell has approved. To me this is a critical role that can have a 
major and direct impact on the President's re-election, and I feel confident 
of being able to handle it well. Since the demands on me associated with 
my current responsibilities at the White House are diminishing, my transfer 

to Liie taiu yd i tin vvuuLu iiOt lcaUii m a 6 iUJUiiCajil tuaa ui cUccuvcncaa, mua, 

I would be very happy to undertake the campaign role. 

A key gap left by my departure from the White House would be in coordinating 
Administration efforts in support of re-election. Thus, a second option would 
be for me to remain here and act as the general manager of the overall 
Administration activities in support of the President's re-election. This 
would provide the President and you with a focal point for coordinating and 
directing the half dozen programs which have been initiated to capitalize 
upon our control of the Executive Branch. This, too, is a highly meaningful 
role which I would be pleased to undertake. Still another possibility would 
be to have me assume both the campaign and the general manager responsi- 
bilities. The latter two options have advantages and problems as discussed 
below, but either one enables me to remain at the White House, which I 
understand is your desire. 

GENERAL MANAGER OF ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS 


As you know, I am developing a management information system to assist 
you in coordinating and managing the programs being initiated to support 
the President's re-election: grantsmanship, issue management, constituent 
group management. Departmental programs to enhance their responsiveness, 
communications, and personnel. While this information system should 
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prove helpful, the management burden will still fall on you, since you 
are the only one, besides the President, with the responsibility and 
authority. However, it is doubtful you will have the time to monitor 
progress, dig into problem areas, and keep the pressure on each of 
these programs. Thus, the overall operation may become disjointed 
and bog down as the day-to-day White House demands inevitably assert 
themselves on the key players. 

To overcome this problem, someone should be established as the general 
manager to supervise and coordinate the various activities. This would 
give you and the President one person to look to and hold accountable 
for Administration efforts. This person’s responsibilities would include 
the following: 

Take the lead in the program to politicize Departments and 
« Agencies by coordinating orientation visits, reviewing plans 
/ for each, -riding herd on OMB efforts to follow up on these 
plans, reviewing monthly reports on progress against plan, 
and taking corrective actions where needed. 

Work closely with Chuck Colson and individual constituent group 
fro dpvplno fft'rateffv and arfrion nlans for each 
'Key group ana to ensure that these plans are effectively carried 
out. 

Closely monitor Issue Management efforts, ensuring that the 
Domestic Council staff remains forcefully on this track and 
that adequate White House support is provided. 

Ride herd on the implementation of the Government- wide 
communications project ensuring that recommendations are 
rapidly carried out and that public information offices function 
as planned. . 

. Directly supervise the patronage operation and closely monitor 
the grantsmanship project to ensure maximum and unrelenting 
* efforts. 

Keep you fully informed on the results achieved and problems 
being encountered utilizing the management information system 
referred to earlier. 

A major problem in my being able to carry out these responsibilities would 
be gaining cooperation from key players affected (i. e. , Ehrlichmanj Shultz 
Colson, Cole). Each of these ar t e strong men with justifiable pride and 
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territorial claim. Particularly in the case of the Domestic Council, they 
will not accept "meddlers" with open arms. Overcoming this problem 
would require a good deal of support from you and the President and 
considerable tact on my part. To set the stage it would be essential for 
you or the President to clarify my role with these men and supply me 
with the clout necessary to do the job. 

COMBINED CAMPAIGN AND WHITE HOUSE RESPONSIBILITIES 


The second possibility would be to have me assume both the campaign 
responsibilities and the general management responsibilities described 
above. I would remain on the White House Staff and retain my office 
here. I would als o hav e general responsibility for the Citize ns/ Voting 
Bl oc and management audit programs? These would be conducted by a ^ 
Citizens Director whom I would have a hand in hiring. T his man would 
be responsi ble to Mitchell on pa per but would take general guidance from 
me. — — . 


This dual assignment would put me in a unique position to meld two mutually 
reinforcing responsibilities and would have several distinct advantages as 
summarized below. 


r rum Juim miluieu a puuii. ui view, Ima gives mm a. acini** 
agent in the White House and then ensures him a key hold on 
running Government activities in support of the campaign. 
This would greatly assist him to be fully effective. 


/ 



Also from Mitchell's viewpoint, this provides greater support 
to the Citizens/ Voting Bloc programs. The Campaign Organization 
is devoted primarily to establishing State organizations and 
generating a certain amount of publicity. Yet, much of the success 
of the Citizens/ Voting Bloc programs will depend on actions 
by the President and/or Administration. Clearly, it would be 
much easier to deliver on these needed actions from here if the 
programs were closely integrated into the grantsmanship and 
Departmental responsiveness operations. 

Coordination between the various campaign groups and the 
White House is essential if we are really going to make a 
difference with key constituent groups. An operative with 
overview of both areas would certainly be in the best position 
to effect these coordinated thrusts. 
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A combined "controller’* for both campaign and Administration 
political activities would enable you, Mitchell, and the President 
to review the overall effectiveness of all activities supporting 
the President's re-election. 

To effectively guide Administration efforts a solid knowledge 
of campaign activities will be required. You are the only person 
now with the knowledge and clout to do this, but your time will 
be limited. Thus, the creation of a dual, role for me would fill 
what may otherwise become a serious void. Also, my campaign 
responsibility would make my general management role more 
logical and hence, more acceptable to Ehrlichman, Shultz, 

Colson and Cole. 

I feel these benefits would be significant. However, there are a number of 
barriers that would have to be ( overcome to make the concept work successfully. 

First, and obviously most critical would be Mitchell's acceptance of 
the concept. He would have to believe that the advantages enumerated 
above are real and that the dual reporting role is feasible. Frankly, I 
expect that Mitchell would be reluctant to give so much responsibility to 
someone he does not own. He may also object to the keeper of 
liuoritiaiion system being in a position of conveying problems oi nis operation 
into the White House. I would feel this way in his shoes. The only way to 
address this would be to have a frank and open discussion with Mitchell on 
this subject. If necessary, we may even want to consider my primary 
reporting relationship to Mitchell. 

A second drawback is that having a White House staffer intimately involved 
in campaign activities seems in conflict with the- President's posture of 
being removed from the campaign until the convention. While I would expect 
to maintain the lowest profile, it is likely that certain elements of my role 
would become visible. You are in a better position to judge the seriousness 
of this. 

Finally, there is concern as to whether the combined job is doable, 
particularly by me. It is a complex and highly sensitive assignment, and 
it depends on the cooperation of many others. It may not be doable at all, 
and if it is, I may not have the stature, respect, or capacity that is needed. 
Again, you are in a position to evaluate this. My own conclusion is while 
complete success is undoubtedly not obtainable, we can make considerable 
progress, and I can make a contribution. 
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If after reviewing this you feel the above ideas make some sense, I feel 
it would be very worthwhile to sit down and discuss them in depth. There 
are many ramifications and probably a range of possible problems not 
covered in this memorandum that need to be drawn out before a conclusion 
is reached. 


Attachment 


January 28, 1971 
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CONFIDENTIAt 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


Malek Exhibit No. 2 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGTON 

February 16, 1972 

JOHN MITCHELL 
BOB HALDEMAN^'"" 

FRED MALEK 

Meeting to Discuss My Role 



The meeting this afternoon with John Ehrlichman and George Shultz is ! 
generally to establish my new role with them. Specifically, we want to" 
accomplish the following: 

Brief John and George so they fully understand my role 
in the campaign and the White House and as a bridge between 
the two. 

— Gain their support and commitment for this role. N 

. -- Get their suggestions on how best to carry out my 
responsibilities effectively, particularly how best to operate 
with their staffs. 

— Gain agreement on how to broach this with their staffs 
in a way that will enhance cooperation. 

Attached are talking points that I suggest for this meeting. 


Attachment 


32-818 O - 74 pt. 18-9 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

EYES ONLY 


TALKING POINTS TO ESTABLISH 
NEW RESPONSIBILITIES 


John and I have arranged this session to discuss coordination of cam- 
paign and Administration activities and a means of ensuring maximum 
support and responsiveness from the Administration. 

As you know, we have already started a number of thrusts to ensure 
that the power of the incumbency is used. 

a. Constituent group teams and project managers are being set' 
up to gain support with major constituent groups 

b. The Domestic Council staff has designated issue managers 
who are responsible for posturing the President correctly and 
generating support for his position on major issues 

c. Plans have been developed wherein George* s people would 
play a major role in seeing that Departmental actions to the 

-greatest extent possible are supportive of the re-election 
effort 


d. Bill Gifford has undertaken a project related to grants and ( 

Fred's people have a new program to strengthen responsive- 
ness of patronage to campaign needs. 

There are several problems, however,- that are not adequately covered 
by present arrangements. 

■ a. Projects may easily bog down as day-to-day demands in- 
evitably assert themselves on the key players 

b. There is a great need for coordination between these various 
efforts 


c. Most importantly, we need to ensure these efforts are truly 
responsive to campaign priorities and that there is close 
coordination in areas such as constituent groups (JM may 
want to reinforce this point) 
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4. To meet this need John and I feel strongly - and the President has. con- 
curred - that Fred should join John at the campaign but also remain 

associated here. 

a. Act as John’s deputy in supervising citizens/ voting bloc 

activities (JM may want to elaborate on this, e. g. , this 
gives Fred responsibilities most affected by Administration 
activities) ' 

b. Outwardly, he would remain a member of the White House 
staff, keeping pressure on the programs discussed earlier 

! and ensuring that these programs are responsive to and 

coordinated with campaign needs ''v. 

JM. 

1. The roles described are mutually reinforcing. 

' a. Intimate knowledge of campaign priorities, plans, and re- 
quirements will enable Fred to be more productive in 
coordinating in-house activities 

b. At the same time knowledge of White House capabilities, 
.programs, and problems will make him more effective in 
guiding campaign voting bloc efforts 

2. In addition I feel this provides other advantages. 

a. It will help ensure that White House and other Governmental 
activities are supportive of campaign to greatest degree 
possible 

b. Much of success of the Citizens/ Voting Bloc programs will 
depend upon actions by the President and/or the Admin- 
istration. The combined responsibility would help gain the 
support heeded. 

c. Coordination between the Citizens and Voting Bloc programs 
and the parallel White House efforts would be facilitated by 
having an overview responsibility for both areas 

i 

3. I have asked Fred to get into additional specifics. Before he does, you 

might want to discuss some of the points that have been covered. 
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FVM 

1. Generally, the plan entails - - ' 

a. Spending at least 1/2 time physically at 1701, but bringing 
on board a full-time Citizens Executive Director to work 
with me 

b. Turning over personnel responsibilities between March and 
the election to Dan Kingsley 

2. Success of my mission depends on working effectively with certain 

members of your staffs, and I would greatly value your thought^ on 

how to handle this. My general approach is as follows: 

a. Clearly, I would not presume to tell your staffs what to do. 

They are the experts and know best how to serve the President 
in their areas. 

* b. . However, I will inform them of overall re-election priorities 
relevant to their areas of responsibility and keep the'pres- 
sure on as much as possible for results in these areas 

c. • If it becomes apparent from polls. State Chairmen, or 

otherwise that we are losing ground in an area, I will want 
to discuss it and try to gain an agreement on what corrective 
action can be taken 

__ d. I will also want to ensure that John's issue managers are 

receiving adequate White House support from communica- 
tions and legislation staffs ■ - - - - — 

3. It is still too early to describe precisely how I would work with the 

staffs, but in the Domestic Council area it would probably include: 

a. Bringing relevant Campaign and Domestic Council staff 
members together to ensure latter are totally familiar with 
policy needs and priorities of various constituent groups 
(e. g. , Payment of prescription drugs for elderly) 

b. Doing same in relation to State victory plans (e. g. , priority 
environmental projects or Presidential policy pronounce- 
ments needed for Florida) 

c. Meeting with Ken Cole periodically (or issue managers if he 
prefers) to discuss progress on issues and determine whjere 
added White House or Departmental support is needed 
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d. Once the concept is fully introduced, much of the contact 
can be handled on staff level with only problems rising to 
Cole or me (e. g. , Bi-lingual education example)' 

4., In the OMB area, George, we have already discussed this on a pre- 
liminary basis. 

a. I would coordinate the Departmental responsiveness 
program as we di scussed with my staff working closely 
with Gifford in the planning and your budget directors 
on the follow through 

b. In addition my people would use the Department politicals, 
structure to make specific requests needed by the Campaign 

c. The grantsmanship operation will be closely allied to the 
Departmental responsiveness program, and I anticipate no 
problem in working effectively with Bill Gifford in these 
two areas 

5. The greatest assistance after you have generally agreed oil the con- 
cept and role would be to create a receptive environment among 
your staff 

a. You may want to cover this at a staff meeting with or 
without my presence 

b. I could then follow up with appropriate staff members to 

work out the details _ 

c. Also, your help wilt be needed periodically to gain coop- 
eration from Cabinet Officers 

Initially, we may want to have this covered with 
them in a Cabinet Meeting 

Alternatively, you may prefer that you and I meet 
individually with them 
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TALKING POINTS FOR MEETING WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 


L Continued high level of enthusiasm for campaign role 

^/a. Have discussed at length with HRH, and he, too, is for it 

B. I have given much thought to how best to get the job done and what 

possible problems must be overcome \ 

C. I have a suggestion to overcome problems and be even more 

effective for you. * , 

IL Problems 

- A. As briefly covered with you earlier, I have been involved in a 

number of special projects in support of re-election — let me cover 
these so you can best appreciate their significance and their neces- 
sity to your efforts in the campaign. 

1. Patronage, grantsmanship. Government- wide communications 

2. Constituent and issue group project management, closely re- 
lating to efforts of Citizens/ Voting Bloc groups 

3. Department programs to assure day-to-day operations are 
supportive in every possible way to the campaign effort 

B. Ensuring that the Government provides maximum support to the 
campaign effort is essential, and^tEis is the hole I was to have 
plugged ’ ' ' 

1. I have been responsible for conceiving and establishing each 
of these special projects 

2. Except for the Departmental effort, each is under someone 
else's management, and without consistent prodding and 
direction, they will wither and become ineffective. 

a. Inevitably, day-to-day servicing of Presidents needs 
will take priority, and projects neglected 

b. Bob is (the only one with overview to manage but he does 
not have the time 

c. Thus, someone is needed to ride close here on each of 
these operations and ensure they give you the support 
required 
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C. A second problem revolves around the ability to get things done 
from the campaign organization 

1. Many of the most meaningful programs of the Citizens/ Voting 
Bloc operations will depend on White House/ Administration 
cooperation and responsiveness 

2. Also, close coordination with parallel White House activities 
is essential. 

3. These things may be hard to a'chieve from campaign office 

r ' 

ID. I have come up with a solution to these problems — Bob agrees 'subject 
to your approval 


House and Administration efforts as outlined above 
B. 

!• This gives you an effective force within the Administration 

to ensure that White House and other Governmental activities 
are supportive of the campaign to the greatest degree possible* — 
One of your greatest assets is that we are in power, and we 
must use this asset. 

2. — Much of-success of the Citizens/ Voting Bloc programs will 

depend upon actions by the President and/or the Administration. 
The combined responsibility would help gain the support needed. 

3. Coordination between the Citizens and Voting Bloc programs 
and the parallel White House efforts would be facilitated by 
having an overview responsibility for both areas 

4. Effectively guiding Administration efforts requires a thorough 
understanding of campaign strategy and operations 

5. My campaign responsibility would make my general manage- 
ment role more acceptable to Ehrlichman, Shultz, Colson, and 
Cole, and would, therefore, enable me to be more effective 

6. Finally, a combined "controller" both both campaign and Admin- 
istration political activities would better enable you, Haldeman, 

j and the President to review the overall effectiveness of ail 

activities supporting the President's re-election 


Basically, I would report to you but with a dual po rtfolio that 
would provide these advantages ' ■ 


Assume general responsibility as we have discussed but at the 
same time be given clear responsibility’ for managing the "White 
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How it would work 


A. My primary reporting relationship to you -- your man 

1. Secondarily report to Bob for Administration programs 

2. Bob agrees to this arrangement and will provide me the neces- 
sary clout to get the job done at the White House 

B. To maintain leverage over White House staff and Administration, I 
would remain identified as a member of the White House staff 

C. I could not run both the Citizens and Voting Bloc operations, and still 
do this -- thus, a Citizens Executive Director would have to be hired 

L I would take the responsibility for finding you an Executive 
Director within the next week 

2. He would, of course, report to yo u, and I would supervise 
- many o^ his day-to-day activities as originally envisioned^* 


D. I would establish the management/ audit control operation for you 
and would report at least weekly to you on progress and problems 

Possible barriers 


A. First and most important is your acceptance of the concept 


1. Do you feel that the combined responsibility and dual reporting 

relationship is feasible? • 

2. You may feel awkward about having the keeper of your infor- 
mation system being in a position to convey problems to the 
White House. I would want to address this problem explicitly 
if I were in your shoes. 

B. If the job is doable, there is a question whether it can be done by 

me, given its great complexity and sensitivity and the dependence on 
the .cooperation of many others. 


C. While I would maintain the lowest possible profile, having a White 

House staff member intimately involved with the campaign might be«_. 
come public and create adverse publicity. 


D. 


Despite barriers, I think it can work and that the benefits far outweigh 
the problems. 1 

-*o/> 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

EYES ONLY 


Malek Exhibit No. 3 




ORGANIZING FOR AND IMPLEMENTING NEW RESPONSIBILITIES 


This memo reviews my major activities for the next 9 months, suggests a 
tentative organization plan to handle these activities, and outlines the general 
steps that need to be taken to make me fully operational. 

MAJOR ACTIVITIES 


There are 5 -activities over which I will exercise direct supervision: Citizens/ 
Voting Bloc operations, management control. Department responsiveness, 
patronage, and personnel. There are 4 areas of indirect supervision in- 
cluding constituent group project managers, issue project managers, grants- 
manship, and communications. While my plans are far from fully developed, 
my initial thoughts on each of these are discussed briefly below. 




Direct Supervision 

Citizens / Votm 


/ 



Although I will not have direct rfe 

sponsibility for White House constituent group activities, I tend to view then 
in tandem with citizens/voting bloc efforts. Consequently, a major pa pfe-m 
my job will be to bring these together so we have one coordinated^pt^n f or 
each major voting bloc that both the campaign and the Whitejattfuse constituent 
group managers are committed to. Overseeing the deyMtfpment and imple- 
mentation of these plans will require a large portjprfof my time; however, a 
Citizens Executive Director will be brought^orrto spend full time on these key 
activities. Recruiting and deciding op^feife Executive Director will be a top 
first priority. 

Management Con>r , ol. This operation will give you, Mitchell, and the 
President a meanp^T reviewing the overall effectiveness of all campaign and 
Administratiojir^ctivities supporting the President's re-election. This will 
involve establishing and operating a report and follow up system in both the 
campaign and the Administration that provides an evaluation of how effectively 
thejrfiaior activities are being carried out, especially i n the key States . The 
stem will highlight major problem areas and will follow through to ensure 
that corrective action is taken as directed by you or Mitchell. In a sense, 
we will be breaking new ground here, and it will require a great deal of 
effort in the first few months. Once established, this system should ease 
both Mitchell ' s load and mine. 

Department Responsiveness/ This is potentially one of the most pro- 
j Jductive activities we will undertake. The first steps include a Cabinet /^? "j* 

V > / Meeting briefing, orientation visits to each Department, establishing a . 

political team (generally headed by the Under Secretary) in each Depart- 
ment, and instigating and reviewing Departmental plans for strengthening/ ^ 

r-S- g /Xj Ajuf&r 
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responsiveness. The role will then change to working closely with OMB to 
i ensure plans are carried out on time and utilizing the Department political 
m teams to carry out other requirements which develop during the course of 
^ the campaign. 

5 Patronage and Personnel. The key thing here is to maintain maximum 

* control over Administration- wide appointments to Advisory Commissions 
and full time posts so as to ensure responsiveness to campaign needs. Dan. 

v^Kingsley can be counted on to continue to handle this effectively. We also 

* plan a major project to prepare for 1973 which will include identifying 

v marginal performers (Kingsley) and developing an improved talent bank 
j (Pen James) that will aim at including the best people in the country for a 
« wide range of key functions. I would plan to directly supervise the James 
** talent bank project, but turn the 'remaining personnel/recruiting respon- 
£ sibilities over to Kingsley with a minimal amount of direction f rom me. 

Indirect Supervision siZU* 

Constituent Group Project Managers. As pointed out earlier, nr 


/ majo 
\ Bloc 





or function here will be to bring this together with the Citizens/ Voti 
Bloc activities. This will involve working with the project managers to' 

\ develop a comprehensive combined plan and then following closely to ensure 
I the plan is carried out, additional opportunities are seized, and maximum 

Y responsiveness to the campaign is maintained. /?t t 

Issue Project Manners. The focus here will be on loosely moni toi( i iig ~7 
efforts, ensuring that we stay on track and that adequate White House support 
is provided. Also, we would ensure that Issue Managers are well informed 
on and responsive to campaign needs that develop. It will not be easy to 

V gain real cooperation here, but at the same time, I do not view this as a 
major m ynff a»ea Hence, it will not occupy a major nortion of time. A - 

' <?*- a. fewr/fcu Tf , t« / A 

Grantsmanship. 1 expect that Bill Gifford will do a fine job here and 
be fully cooperative. Thus, this will require limited time, mainly ensuring 
that the campaign team is creatively coming up with grant ideas and that 
Gifford is aware of these. It may also require some enforcement with • 
recalcitrant Departments. 

Communications. We are well into implementation here and should be 
fully operational by April 15th. Bill Horton will continue to track remaining 
implementation steps, and we can audit^erformance and responsiveness 
thereafter through Des Barker. 
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ORGANIZATION 


My tentative organization plan to handle the above activities is shown in 
Tab A and elaborated on below. Once you have reviewed the plan, I intend 
to keep the chart solely for my own use and not for distribution elsewhere, 
including my own staff. Much of this plan involves changes in use of White 
House personnel and requires your approval. A discussion follows on a 
few salient points of the plan and the key personnel implications. 


Controller, As you can see from the chart, I have a virtually un- 
controllable situation with a large number of constituent and Citizens/ Voting 
Bloc managers and a number of Departments and Agencies to be concerned 
with. Obviously, I will have to involve myself on a selective basis in only 
the most important areas. This makes the role of the Administration Con- 
troller quite critical. It will be his responsibility to help plan the Admin- 
istration efforts, continuously follow up on these efforts through reports and 
other means, and identify problem areas for my attention. In effect, he 
would be my deputy to help supervise the various Administration activities. 

In addition, he would work closely with the campaign controller in setting up 
a management control system and monitoring activities. I recommend 
phasing Bill Horton into this role so that he is full time Controller in one 
month. CL ■ — 9* t*-. 


■<)/*> l£^vu£_ (3L£S't~- 


Approve 


Campaign Controller. The job here is one that to my knowledge has 
never been done before. It is to establish a report and follow up system that 
provides John Mitchell with a continuing management audit to evaluate per- 
formance and spot problems throughout the campaign organization. It will 
involve getting people to do things they don’t want to do (e. g. , plan and 
report), and the job will require great tact and diplomacy as well as a solid 
understanding of management. This is a key role that could have a great 
impact on the campaign's success and for this reason warrants moving Jerry 

Approve y Disapprove 

Department Responsiveness. Strengthening Department responsive- 
ness involves orientation visits, reviewing plans for each, reviewing monthly 
reports on progress against plan, riding herd on OMB efforts to follow up on 
implementation, and using Department political organizations to fulfill special 
campaign requirements. We cannot depend on OMB to do all that is needed 



8308 


here, and I propose using Stan Anderson and Frank Herringer half-time as 
my personal agents in monitoring and proddiyig Department efforts. 

vj y A&oC ?t0 0 dSzczsU/f* p 1 " /&>LS 

Approve Di ^g^ j#- frVxjL 

Patronage /Personnel. With the departure of Jones and the use of 
Anderson and Herringer on Department responsiveness, Kingsley will be short 
handed. The slack in the recruiting area will not help since Marumoto and 
Franklin will spend most of their time as project managers for Spanish 
Speaking and W omen respectively, and James and Clarke will be involved 
in the special recruiting project described above. We have already requested 
two clerical workers to perform much of the administrative work currently 
handled by Anderson and Herringer. In addition, I recommend you authorize 
us to replace Jones. If you agrep, ye will, of course, submit a specific 
candidate for your approval, 


Approve 

Indirect Responsibilities. I expect it will be quite easy to coordinate 
Gifford's role on Grantsmanship as required, and Bill Horton will continue 
guiding efforts to strengthen PIO operations. I do not feel there is a great 
f I j y \^^pay off from the Issue Managers, and, consequently, I anticipate a much 
\fJ (looser type of coordination here. The most difficult area and the one with 
Ithe most payoff potential is the Constituent Project Managers. Therefore, 
this is the area that will command the greatest attention from me and the 
Controller. 


GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

You and I should meet as soon as convenient to discuss the proposed organi- 
zation as outlined above, the implementation steps, and what can be done to 
establish my new mission with the maximum force and credibility. In order 
to be operational by the time you depart for China, I hope we can meet and 
agree to a plan soon. Assuming this to be the case, the following steps 
would be taken subsequently: 

Steps Date 

1. Brief my staff on the new mission generally and meet 

with each on his specific role 2/10 

2. Work with Magruder on developing total campaign organi- 
zation structure for Mitchell's approval. 2/11 
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3. Select and gain John Mitchell's approval of Citizens 

Executive Director. 2/11 

4. Brief senior White House staff on the mission/organiza- 

tion and how it relates to them. 2/15 

5. Brief campaign staff on same. 2/1 6 

6. Brief Cabinet on overall effort, focusing on requirements 

for Departmental responsiveness. * 

7. Become fully operational in new role. 2/17 


During this initial period I will also be devoting substantial time to getting up 
to speed on various campaign activities, developing initial thoughts on the 
management control system, and generally getting on top of the Citizens/ 
Voting Bloc operations. 



* At a Cabinet Meeting subsequent to the briefing of the senior White House 
staff. Obviously, this date may be delayed until early March if an appropriate 
opening in a Cabinet Meeting does not Occur before the China trip. This delay, 
while causing some inconvenience, would not be a major problem. 



CAMPAIGN 


CITIZENS/WHITE HOUSE ORGANIZATION PLAN 


CONFIDENTIAL 


ADMINIST-RATIO N 





Dept. 

Dept. Respon- 


Responsive- 

eiveness 


ness 


• • * • 

OMB Asst. 



Directors 

* 



Direct Supervision 
Indirect Supervision 
Coordination 


Special 

Recruiting 

Project 

James 

Clarke 


Tentative selection. Frank Zarb is 
Assistant Secretary of Labor (resume at 
Tab B) 

For regular and minority recruiting only 
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Malek Exhibit No. 4 



THE WHITE HOUSE. 


' W A SHtNCTOM 


March 17, 1972 


’CONFIDENTIAL 

- -MEMORANDUM FOR; 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 



Attached is a paper outlining our proposed program for improving 
Departmental responsiveness in support of the President’s re-election. 
It has been reviewed and concurred in by Bill Gifford. 

As indicated in the paper, the program should be initiated as soon 
as possible if you wish to take advantage of discretionary resources 
remaining this fiscal year. Consequently, I have directed my staff 
to develop all necessary implementation materials (briefing notes, 

. planning guidelines, etc. ) during my absence next week. We will 
then be in a position to implement the program shortly after my 
return on Monday, March 27, should you so desire. 


Attachment 
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EXTREMELY SENSITIVE - CONFIDENTIAL 

INCREASING THE RESPONSIVENESS OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

This paper outlines a suggested program to improve Executive Branch 
responsiveness to the voting public. It discusses the present efforts 
and the need for augmenting them; suggests an action program and 
assignment of responsibilities to carry it out; reviews possible drawbacks 
of the program; and suggests implementation steps. ’ 

PRESENT EFFORTS r . " * * 

Several steps have already been taken to improve Executive Branch 
responsiveness. First, project managers have been assigned respon- 
sibility for understanding the needs of certain groups of voters, suggesting 
action to meet these needs, and communicating achievements. The 
desirable action identified by these and other sources may involve policy 
or operational matters. 

If a policy matter is involved, the action would be handled by the Domestic 
Council staff. In addition to their continuing responsibility for all domestic 
policy matters, certain Domestic Council staff members have been assigned 
responsibility for ensuring that the President's position on specified key 
'issues is responsive and is communicated effectively to the public. . 

• *• f . 

Actions involving operational matters are handled in one of two ways. 

Personnel matters are handled with the Departments by Dan Kingsley. 

All other operational matters (grants, contracts, construction decisions, 

. etc. ) are handled by Bill Gifford. * While each of these programs is 
working effectively "R> "carry out its mandate; the mandate for non-personnel 
operating matters should be broadened in order to overcome the two 
problems discussed below. * 

1 1. Present efforts tap only a fraction of the total potential . Under current 
procedures, it is the usual rule that the Departments only do as they are 
instructed. In only a limited number of cases are their actions self- gene rated. 
The burden is on Gifford for developing methods to gain appreciation for 
the Administration. - He relies. on the campaign apparatus. White House 
staff, direct consultation with campaign management, as well as ideas 
I generated by the Departments themselves. ’ Thus, the effort from the 
J Department sis. largely reactive. 

* During the recently completed budget cycle, Gifford worked closely 
with the budget examiners to ensure the budget was as supportive as 
possible for the President's re-election. 
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The Department of Commerce provides a good example. To date 
Gifford has made some 35 requests. Most of these involved expediting 
the normal grant reviewing process and securing the release of information. 
Approximately a dozen of these requests resulted in favorable grant 
decisions (which otherwise would not have been made) involving' roughly 
$1 million. Politically these actions have been most beneficial. . 

Nevertheless, in spite of this achievement, the potential is much greater. 

In the Commerce Department, for example, there is nearly $700 million 
in funds remaining in this fiscal year and over $700 million in. next fiscal 
year which could be redirected in some manner. The major areas of 
potential for fiscal year 1973 are: Economic Development Administration, 
$275 million; Regional Action Planning Commissions, $40 million; 

Minority Business Enterprises, $38 million; National Oceanographic 
and Atmospheric Administration, $100 million; and the Maritime 
Administration, $230 million. Even if only 5% of this amount can be 
rechanneled to impact more directly on target groups or geographic 
areas, it would be a substantial increase over the current efforts. 

ITo capitalize upon such opportunities, the Departments must initiate 
faction themselves. This would entail each Department developing a 
Mprogram by which it would systematically but discretely seek out oppor- 
atunities for improving services to target groups and geographic areas 
land then ensure that appropriate action is taken. Attempting to undertake 
this effort at the White House level would be futile, since there is neither 
sufficient staff, nor the needed depth of expertise in Departmental programs. 
The White House, of course, could -- and should -- set. priorities and 
provide general supervision~to the Departmental effort. Specific means 
foV doing this will be outlined after discussion of the second problem area. 

2. The Departments receive conflicting direction on operating matters. ” 
Various White House sources sometimes give widely diverging direction 
to the Departments in allocating discretionary resources. For example, 
i the Administrator of EDA at Commerce- has received calls from White 
House sources including Harry Dent, Bob Brown, Peter Flanigan, and 
the Domestic Council, each one advocating the allocation of projects to 
a different geographical area. The Departments are not in a position . 
to rationally prioritize -among conflicting requests. ' Typically,' they 
will either choose the one advocated by the most influential individual 
or try to satisfy all the demands, thus substantially diluting effectiveness. 

’ The tendency for multiple direction to the Departments is bound to increase 
this year, and unless checked, it will cause considerable confusion and 


32-818 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 10 
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increase the risk of adverse publicity of White House middling in 
Departmental operations for political .gain. More importantly, without " 
coordination, it is unlikely that such diverse White House directives 
appropriately reflect the relative importance of targeted groups and 
areas. 

Consequently, as originally envisioned in establishing Gifford's • 

g rants manship operation, direction to .the Departments on politically 
sensitive operating matters should be centralized. in order to utilize 
this resource most effectively in serving target groups and geographic 
areas and to reduce the possibility of adverse publicity. 

SUGGESTED ACTION . 

As indicated above, two fundamental steps should be taken to strengthen 
Departmental responsiveness: (1) gear up the Departments to systematically ' 
seek out and act on opportunities, under the general supervision of the 
White House, and {2) centralize contact with the Departments on politically 
sensitive operating matters in order to improve coordination and effectiveness. 
Carrying out these steps will naturally require action both by the Departments 
and the White House. . . 

Departmental Action r . • 

Gearing up the Departments to systematically seek out and act upon . 
opportunities requires (a) giving the Departments clear guidelines on 
houfr to conduct their politically important activities, (b) having the 
Departments develop pFans which are_reviewed and approved, and 
tc)-following through to ensure the plans are carried out and day-to-day 
activities conform to the guidelines. The points of contact with the 
Departments would be those individuals already designated by the Cabinet 
officerto work with Gifford on grantsmanship. In most cases, this is 
the Under Secretary. 

[ Guidelines. As a first step, the Departments should be given clear 
guidelines covering the political priorities, the types of operating 
decisions which are to be. included in the program, and the procedures 
| for planning and tracking progress. 

^The political priorities would be. spelled out in terms of key States and 
major voting bloc groups upon which Departmental action could have an 
impact. The Departments would be updated as needed, as the political 
priorities evolve. 
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Next, the types of activities covered under this program would be 
discussed. The major ones, of course, are positive decisions (e. g. , 
project grants, contracts, loans, subsidies, procurement and construction 
projects), and negative actions (e. g. , taking legal or regulatory action 
against a group or governmental body, major cutbacks in programs, and 
relocation of Department operations). The Departmental contact would 
naturally not be expected to control all of the possible positive actions 
throughout his Department. Rather, the effort should be focused on those 
sub-Agencies where the payoff is the greatest. In Commerce, for example, 
this means the Economic Development Administration, Regional Action 
Planning Commission, Office of Minority Business Enterprise, National 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and Maritime Administration. 
In some cases, the Departments will have to tighten controls over decisions 
in the high payoff areas and over the announcement process. . 


Equally important to controlling the decisions is the need for announcing 
positive actions in a way to gain maximum visibility and ensure the 
President and his Administration are given the credit. Consequently, 
emphasis would be placed on properly announcing favorable actions through 
various means. To gain added favorable publicity, emphasis would also be 
placed on a Departmental speakers program, publications, mailings, etc. , 
thus reinforcing the project to strengthen Departmental communications. 


Also, under this program, the Departments would be expected to cultivate 
the leaders of organized groups which are affected by the Department to 
gain.their support and the support of their groups for the Presidents 
re-election. Similarly, the Departments would be expected to take discrete • 
and subtle steps to gain employee_support_of-the President’s re-election. 


These, general guidelines would provide a framework for directing 
day-to-day Departmental activities to be more supportive of the President. 
They would also serve to help the Departments identify those politically 
sensitive decisions which should be referred to the White. House. Finally, 
they would provide the basis for Departmental plans discussed below. 


[ Departmental Plans. Each Department should be required to develop a 


plan to ensure operating decisions reflect the priorities to the greatest 
extent possible. The plans would outline what amount of discretionary 
resources in each area identified above will be allocated to priority areas 
and groups along with a timetable and responsible individual. Also included 
would be steps planned for strengthening control over the relevant operating 
decisions, the announcement process, and the public relations improvements. 
Finally, the, plan would cover actions for cultivating organized groups and -- 
for gaining the support of Departmental employees. 
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In developing these plans, the Departmental contact would work with the 
appropriate Assistant Secretaries and sub-Agency Heads individually in 
their various areas of responsibility. The contact and his immediate staff 
would then be responsible for pulling together a Department- wide plan 
for review by the White House. 

Follow-through. As suggested earlier, the Departmental contact will 
be expected to establish controls to ensure the desired action is taken. 

Moreover, he will be asked to report monthly on progress against plan, 
as well as accomplishments in unplanned activities in support of the 
President's re-election. The reports would be made verbally to certain 
White House staff members in accordance with the responsibilities ‘described 
below. ... * . 

WHITE HOUSE RESPONSIBILITIES - - : -.V'. - 

Bill Gifford's responsibilities in this regard will continue as they are 
now. Principally, these are (l) ensuring the Departments are responsive 
on specifically identified operating decisions, and (2) reviewing and 
briefing Shultz on the impact of sensitive OMB decisions. 

In addition, under the. action proposed above, Gifford would work with 
Fred Malek and his staff in establishing and supervising the Departmental 
programs. Gifford would be the principal contact for operating matters 
with the Departments, communicating to the Departments the political 
priorities as well as the "must" operating decisions. Also, he would 
participate in presenting the guidelines discussed earlier to the Departmental 
contacts, reviewing the”Departmental plans, and evalua ting progre ss reports. 

Complementing Gifford’s role, Malek and his staff (Anderson and Herringer) 
would be responsible for establishing the management procedures needed 
to coordinate and conduct the program. Specifically, this would entail: 

— Preparing the guidelines for presentation to the Departmental contacts 
' Assisting the Departments in organizing for the program and 
working with them in the development of their plans. 

-- Reviewing the Departmental plans to ensure they map out the 

best possible effort to meet the priorities and coordinating these 
with Cap Weinberger and the relevant Domestic Council staff 
members’. 

Ensuring that the combined activities of the individual Departments 
effectively fulfill the priorities without overallo eating resources 
to any one. - . - - 
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Working with others in Malek's area of responsibility (e. g. , 

Voting Bloc Directors) to identify ways to better serve priority 
groups and geographical areas. 

Monitoring Departmental effectiveness through (I) the monthly 
progress reports discussed earlier, (2) OMB budget directors' 
checks on whether budget reallocations in the Departments' plans' - 
are adhered to, and (3) reports from the campaign field organization 
, on problems caused by Departmental action. 

Also, this Malek- Gifford operation should be the central point through 
which all White House direction on politically sensitive operating matters 
flows to the Departments. This would eliminate the current confusion in 
priorities discussed in an ea'rlier section. ' . “ _ . . 

(Rearing up the Departments to systematically seek out and act on oppor- 
tunities in support of the .President's re-election does have some drawbacks. 
These should be addressed prior to discussing possible implementation 
steps. 

. \ ' .• 

POSSIBLE DRAWBACKS V 

Three possible drawbacks have been cited regarding this proposed program. 

1. Adverse Publicity . * The most significant drawback of the program 
is, of course, the risk of adverse publicity.* Naturally, steps would be 
taken (1) to ensure that information about the program itself and the 
Departmental plans would not be leaked and (2) keep the President and 
the White House disassociated with the -program in the event of a leak. 

i - • . " • 

First, written communications would be kept to a minimum. There would 
be no written communications from the White House to the Departments -- 
all information about the program would be transmitted verbally. The 
only written material submitted by the Departments to the White House 
would be the plans. These would be in a brief outline format and only 
two copies woultfbe permitted -- one for the White House and one for 
the Departmental contact. Progress reports would be verbal. 

Second, the documents prepared would not indicate White House involvement 
in any way. Also, oral and written communications concerning the program 
within the Department would be structured to give the impression that 
the program was initiated ( by the Department Head without the knowledge 
of the White House. - 
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In spite of all precautions, there is still the possibility that some 
aspect of the activity will be leaked. However, this possible drawback 
is small compared to the probable payoff from effectively capitalizing 
on the resources of the Executive Branch. . 

2. Increased Confusion . A second possible drawback that has been 
cited is that the Departments would be confused by the addition of 

this new program to existing efforts. However, as pointed out . . 

earlier, the Departments are now confused by the multiple and 
often conflicting direction received from the White House. Centralizing 
these inputs into the Malek-Gifford operation as described above should 
reduce, not increase, this confusion. 

3. Manpower Allocation. A final potential drawback is the stretching 

of already scarce White House staff resources to assume an additional 
workload. The major .burden, of course, would be assumed by Malek's 
and Gifford's staffs and their current staffing, levels (including Gifford's - 
projected assistant) can absorb the added workload. The workload 
placed on other OMB officials and the Domestic Council staff would be 
negligible. V .. . • 

Consequently, in spite of possible drawbacks, the program should be 
implemented. 

IMPLEMENTATION 
— * ! ; — 

To capitalize.as much as possible on discretionary^ funds remaining 

-this fiscal. year, the program should be launched as soon as possibles 

Three basic steps must be taken to make the program operational; 

. First, the Departments must be given a clear understanding of what” 
is expected of them in carrying out the program, as well as the 
President's full backing of the program. To demonstrate Presidential 
support. It should first be covered briefly at a Cabinet meeting. This 
briefing would be made by.Malek and would cover the need for the- 
program, the Departmental responsibilities outlined previously, and 
the implementation timetable. ..He would indicate that .follow-up meetings 
would be scheduled with each Department Head and/or the already 
established Departmental contact to outline the program in more detail 
and discuss how it applies to individual Departments. . 

If you do not feel this should be done at a Cabinet Meeting,; Malek - 
and Gifford would meet individually ■with each Cabinet Officer to review 
the program. 
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The second step would be the development of Departmental plans. It. 
is estimated that the Departments should be able to develop these plans 
within two weeks of the briefings mentioned above. As discussed earlier, 
these plans would be reviewed by Malek, Weinberger, Gifford and the 
appropriate Domestic Council staff member. These reviews should be 
completed within one week of submittal. With this step completed, the 
Departments can begin carrying out. the program, and it, in effect, 
will be operational. 1 '* . r •*- _ * ■*' ■ ■ 

The third implementation step, of course, is to follow through to ensure 
that the Departments’ activities conform to their plans, as well as capitalize 
upon the day-to-day operations which present themselves. The firsts 
series of follow-up meetings with the Departments will be one month after 
the completion of the initial' plans. - ’ 

Assuming that the Cabinet briefing can be held soon, the implementation 
steps could be carried out in accordance with the following timetable: 

\" ' Completion During 

Action . \ - Week Ending 

Cabinet Meeting to introduce Program April 1 

Briefing of Departmental Contacts on Program 
» and Guidelines April 8 

Submission of Departmental Plans April 22 _ 

- White House Review of Plans April 29 

First Progress Reports June 3 


!’■ . ... . • 

March 17, 1972 
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■ MEMORANDUM 


CONFIDENTIAL 


Malek Exhibit No. 5 


THE WHITE HOUSE - ---- 

V.’A S II I N G T O N 

December 23, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


H. R. HALDEMAN 


FROM: 

SU BJ'ECT:. 


FRED MAEEK 



Redirecting the White House 


Staff to Support the President’s 


Re-election 


This memorandum reports progress on our work to redirect the White . 
House staff organization to be more supportive of the President's 
re-election. Responding to your direction, our efforts have been 
concentrated on three basic' objectives; 


-- To ensure that the President is postured correctly on major 
issues and with major constituent groups. 

-*• To ensure the While House supports and meshes effectively 
• with the campaign organization. 

- - To '.'politicize" the. Executive Branch. 


Generally, the planning is well underway to achieve' each of these 
objectives and .we should be. in a position to initiate action by mid- 
January. Progress is each area' is. discussed below. 

ESTABLISHING ISSU E/ CONSTITUENT GROUP PROJECT MANAGERS 


We arc working closely with Ken Cole in developing a program to ensure 
that the President derives the greatest political advantage on significant 
issues and with major constituent groups. The most important issues 
will be handled directly by the White House, supported as appropriate by 
Departmental resources. The remaining issues will be assigned to 
appropriate Departmental officials under the ge’icral surveillance of the 
.White House. 



Cole and I are simultaneously taking two basic steps to establish this 
program. First, Ken has established a task force to study the Harris 
poll and identify significant issues and constituent groups. The task 
force will then assign responsibility to appropriate White House staff ( 
members and Departmental officials to ensure maximum political mileage} 
on each issue. 


The second step (my responsibility) entails spelling out clearly the means ^ 
of effectively orchestrating the various White House_support offices, (e. g. / 
Communications, Congressional R c Tat i oil s,~0 rganizational Liaison, ) V 

under the direction of the Domestic Council project managers. Also, 
since the campaign is organizing by constituent group, there must be a • 
clear division of responsibility between issue and constituent groups to 
avoid confusion or^cluplication of effort. 


Bill Horton and I have met with Cole and Magruder to obtain their views 
on how the program should be. organized and responsibilities divided. We 
tentatively agreed to the following arrangement. 


The campaign will focus on the field organisation and get-out-the-votc 
activi ties . This will include identifying potential voters for the President, 
ensuring they are registered, motivating those that are uncertain to vote 
for the President, ensuring that those favorable for the President get out 
to vote. 

The .White House project managers will have responsibility for a broad- 
based communications campaign designed to inform the constituent group 
of what the President has done to benefit them and to ensure that the 
President and the entire Administration is portrayed as favorably as 
possible to the group. ' v . 

We have drafted a paper describing the proposed operation and forwarded 
it to Magruder and Cole for their review. After incorporating their 
modifications, as appropriate, we will review the paper with other 
affected offices, e. g. , Congressional Relations, Communications, 
Organizational Liaison and Intergovernmental Relations. I expect that • 
those reviews will be completed by mid-January. 

When these two steps are completed Ken and I will jointly submit to you 
our proposal for activating this operation. At this stage I am unable to 
predict when Ken's piece of the work will be completed. However, I am 
sending him a memorandum suggesting a timetable which will enable the 
entire package to be ready for your review by mid- January. 


/*o 
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SUPPORT FOR AND COORDINATION WITH THE CAMPAIGN ORGAMZATIO N 

In our meeting with Magrudcr, we covered the support which he expected 
from the White House. The majority of areas that he discussed should be 
able to be handled by the existing staff in conjunction with the normal day- 
to-day activities. For example, Ron Walker and his staff will assist in 
training Advancemcn. My staff is already providing recruiting assistance. 
Buchanan and Khachigian will continue their program to track the opposition. 
Dick Moore and Dwight Chapin are advising on public relations matters. 

Van Shumway is helping to establish their public relations capability. A1 
Snyder is assisting in TV scheduling. 

Two areas, however, may require some additional staff support beyond 
what is currently .planned. The fir st is public relations. Herb Klein's 
recommendations on organizing for the campaign included two staff addi- 
tions "approved" by the Attorney General: (1) someone on Ziegler's staff 
to coordinate information between the White House press office and the 
■ campaign press section, and (2) someone on. Klein’s staff to monitor all 
editorial endorsements, prepare Presidential thank-you letters for en- 
dorsement, and circulate weekly lists of editorial endorsements to 
campaign staff. 

The second area involves review of campaign copy material. Magrudcr 
feels strongly that someone from the White House should review all cam- 
paign advertising copy prior to its being used. Jeb is uncertain, however, 
how much effort this will require, and he is going to. discuss this point 
with Buchanan. 

Thus far, neither area has a clear-cut need. Unless you disagree, I will 
suggest to Huntsman and Kehrli that nothing need be done to hire additional 
staff for these purposes until the need is more apparent. 

POLITICIZING THE EXECUTIVE. BRANC H 

As you have pointed out, the President's unique asset in the forthcoming cam- 
-^adgnis^h is. .control of the Executive Branch. The White House must ensure 
that the President is able to capitalize fully upon this asset. 

As you know, we have already initiated programs to derive greater political 
benefit from grants, communications, and personnel. Also, as discussed 
above, we will soon be establishing firm White House control over the 
handling of key issues and constituent groups. These White House directed 
efforts will control the key Executive Branch operations having the highest 
potential political payoff. In addition, we should take action to ensure that 
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the day-to-day Departmental operations are conducted as much as possible 
to support the President's re-election. Since it is impossible for the White 
House to directly control day-to-day activities, we must establish manage- 
ment procedures to ensure that the Departments systematically identify 
opportunities and utilize resources for maximum political benefit. 

DEPARTMENTAL PROGRAMS 

A major problem is the general insensitivity to political needs. To combat 
this problem, we are taking several steps. The first was a meeting chaired 
by the Vice President and attended by all Agency Heads, which paralleled the 
political Cabinet Meeting. Next, we are planning a series of briefings in 
each Department for politically reliable appointees outlining in general terms 
the re-election strategy and actions they could take in their day-to-day opera- 
tions to support this strategy. White House and campaign officials would 
participate in these, sessions as appropriate. Next, we will form a task 
force in each Department chaired by the Under Secretary and containing the 
politically, reliable Assistant Secretaries and sub-Agency Heads. 

The task force would inventory all the possible ways to support the President's 
re- election and. develop specific action plans for carrying these out. There - 
.• would be sonic gcneral areas. of commonality in the Departmental plans, e. g. , 
steps to generate support for the President. within organized groups associated 
with thp Department; However, most of the action steps would be uniquely 
tailored to the individual Department operations. For instance, GSA might 
undertake the following: • 

-- Emphasize building construction in key States, cities, and counties. 

Expedite disposal of property for parks and schools in key States, 

- - Emphasize cldel fuel programs in ecology- minded areas of key States; 
-- Emphasize minority procurement in those States and areas where 
there is. a real opportunity to win some of the Elack vote. 

Politicizing the regions, which we have discussed, would be a natural bi- 
product of this program, since the regions would carry the major burden of 
implementing these politically helpful actions. 

WHITE HOUSE CONTROL ' 

Although each Department would have responsibility for developing and 
implementing its own program, the White House would monitor its effective- 
ness. For example, the appropriate White House staff members (in most 
cases Domestic Council Assistant Directors) should participate in the 
Departmental planning to assure it is thorough and imaginative. The 
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completed plans would be reviewed by a White House group chaired by 
the Domestic Council member and containing representatives from those 
organizations affected by the plan (e. g. , the campaign. Organizational 
Liaison, the Communications Office, the White House Personnel Office, 
etc. ), and the Department would be directed to make changes as deemed 
appropriate. 

I Follow-through would be the prime responsibility of the Domestic Council . 

| member, but I would monitor the results achieved. The Departments 
would report monthly on what had been accomplished in support of the 
j President's re-election. The Domestic Council member would review 
! these reports and would have the respoaisibility to contact the Departments 
on missed opportunities or changed priorities. 

Naturally, carrying out this program, even if done discretely, will repre- 
sent a substantial risk. Trying to pressure "nori-political" civil servants 
to partisaniy support the President’s rc- election would become quickly 
publicized and undoubtedly backfire. Consequently, the strategy should 
be to work through the top and medium-level political appointees who 
exercise control oyer most of the Departmental decisions and actions. 

jAlso, to minimize any direct links to the President, there should be no 
directions on this project in writing, and most of the initiative should come 
from the Department Heads themselves. (In fact, as this' concept is re- 
fined further, I propose we stop calling it "politicizing the Executive 
Branch, ” and instead call it something li’cc -strengthening the Government's 
responsiveness. ) 

!As is evident from the above, this program calls for substantial effort by 
j the Domestic Council. Cole is in general agreement but requires a fuller 
description of the Domestic Council role. Consequently, we drafted a 
paper and sent it to Ken discussing our ideas in some depth. In developing 
the concept, it has become apparent that it, combined with the project 
management assignments described above, could stretch the Domestic 
. Council staff rather thin. We would then run the risk of trying to do too 
much and not doing anything well. Consequently, when wc review the idea 
with Cole, we will discuss the impact it would have on the Domestic Council 
staff. I will then submit a specific proposal to you by mid- January. 

❖ « ❖ 

1 will report progress to you on each of the above areas by mid- January. 

In addition, I will also consider how you should monitor the effectiveness 
of these various operations to ensure that action is being taken which is 
targeted effectively to ensure the President's re-election. I believe that 
we can be helpful to you in keeping track of the various activities, and I 
will develop a specific proposal for carrying this out as it becomes clearer 
how these various pieces will be conducted and fit together. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 6 


MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM FOR 
FROM: ’ 

SUBJECT:; . 

Following up on our recent meeting, I have drafted two papers 
for your consideration. 

The first (Tab A) discusses project managers, (As you will note, 

I have incorporated your policy check list which I concur with. ) After 
review and input by you and Mag ruder, I plan to coordinate the end 
product with the other offices, i, e. , communications (Klein and Colson), 
Congressional Relations, and Office of Intergovernmental Relations. 

I am shooting to have the procedures coordinated and finalized by 
January 14. If possible, the White House task force you have assembled 
to identify and assign the key issues should have its work completed 
by about the same time so we can activate the program as soon as 
posbible thereafter. 

, As you know. Bob Haldeman has directed me to develop a program 
to insure the President is able to fully capitalize upon the Executive 
Branch in support of his re-election. As we discussed, this program 
should build upon the meetings you have already held with the Cabinet 
officers; and the Domestic Council staff should take the lead role in 
dealing with the Domestic Departments. As you requested, we have 
fleshed out our idea and have added some specific examples (paper 
attached at Tab B). I 

While I feel that th^idea has considerable merit, there is a 
major drawback in the amounFof time required of the top level 
Domestic Council staff to carry out the program effectively. Adding 
this program responsibility to the issue and project management 
responsibilities outlined in the first paper, the Domestic Council 
staff could be stretched pretty thin. Consequently, if the program to 
capitalize upon the Executive Branch has merit, the time constraint 
problem must be addressed. 

After you have had an opportunity to review the attached papers. 

Bill Horton and I would like to discuss them with you. 


December 23, 1971 

KEN C 
FRED 

Redirection of the White House staff 
to Support the President's Re-election 
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CONFIDENTIAL ' ----- 

DISCUSSION DRAFT 

ISSUE MANAGEMENT 

The purpose of this paper is to outline management procedures for 
ensuring that' the. President is positioned correctly on major issues and with 
constituent groups. The specific issues and constituent groups of importance 
to the President’s re-election are being identified by a White House task 
force headed by Ken Cole. Since over two dozen issues and constituent groups 
have already been tentatively identified, most of the operation will have to be 
conducted by the Departments, under the general management of the White 
House. Some issues, however, have such overriding importance that they 
wall be handled directly by the White House staff. 

This paper first discusses the procedures for those issues. handled at 

the White House level and then turns to procedures by which the White House 
■ • - * ■ 
should manage the Departments 1 issue management. 

KEY ISSUES HANDLED BY WHITE HOUSE 

Each key issue and constituent group will be assigned to an individual 
for handling. The man in charge is responsible for establishing an attainable 
goal for his issue and ensuring that everything possible is done to achieve that 
goal. The goals generally will be get as much credit for the President as 
possible on the issue or with' the constituent group. 

For this approach to work, three key requirements must be met. First, 
the project managers must be highly capable individuals who have sufficient 
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time and substantive expertise to get the job done. Second, the project 
managers must be given explicit authority and sufficient staff support to get 
the job done. Third, the project manager s must be given clear direction and 
held accountable for achieving results. 

Selection of the project managers will be. determined by the White House 
task force mentioned above. The following sections discuss steps to 'fulfill 
the second two criteria. * . - 

Authority and '-Staff Support - 

The responsibilities and authority .of the project managers will vary 
depending on whether the issue assigned is substantive (e. g. , drugs, crime, 
and tases) or a constituent group (e. g. ,. Spanish-: speaking. Catholics, and 
the Elderly). 

Substantive Issue Project Managers . The is'sue project managers will 
^have substantive. as well as . a ‘broad public relations responsibility. The' sub- 
stantive responsibility will'be carried out following normal Doinestic Council 
procedures. To carry-out his public relations responsibility, the. project 

manager will have, to work through various White House support offices 

and - ♦ - 

(i. e. , Communications, Congressional Relations, /Organizational Liaison). 

To achieve this, an individual in each of these offices should be designated to 

support each project manager. Naturally, the project manager must rely 

heavily upon the judgment of and consult closely with these individuals in 

developing plans (discussed subsequently) and in day-to-day operations. Never 

thclcss, if the project manager is to be held fully accountable for results, he 

must have the ultimate Authority. 
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The project manager should tap Departmental resources through designated 
Departmental contacts who have the expertise and clout to provide support, as 
needed, in the way of research, writing, mailings, printing materials, soliciting 
the support of organized groups, and Congressional Relations. Finally, the 
project manager should have the support of a full-time staff assistant to help 
him in carrying out the day-to-day activities, coordinating the communications 
activities and following through to ensure the White House and Departmental 
support occurs as expected. 

Constituent Group Project Managers. The constituent group project 
managers' primary responsibility would be communications. They would have 
substantive responsibility, however, on those issues pertaining solely to their 
constituent groups. For example, Whitaker would have responsibility for 
determining White House posture on a corn price support program, but the 
project* manager for the Spanish- speaking would not have final authority over 
health or welfare issues. Naturally, the substantive issue project managers 
will be required to consult the constituent group project managers on issues 
having substantial impact upon their constituents before final decisions are made. 
Conversely, it will be the responsibility of the constituent group project manager 
to inform the substantive issue project managers which questions appear most 
important to them. 

The objective for the constituent group project manager will be typically 
to maximize the President's support within the target constituent group, par- 
ticularly in key States. Since the campaign organization is also organizing by 
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constituent group, there must be close collaboration between these two opera- 
tions. For example, the campaign constituent group directors should send 
copies of all memoranda to their counterparts on the White House staff and 
vice versa. Also, to avoid confusion and duplication of effort, there should 
;be a clear division of responsibility between the two operations. - 

The campaign should focus on the field organization and get- out- the- vote 
activities. This will include identifying potential voters for the President, 

ensuring they are registered, motivating those that are uncertain' to vote for 

and . ' ' * 

the President, /ensuring that those favorable for the President get out to vote. 

Naturally, this organizational work will involve developing literature targeted 

for these groups, obtaining appropriate spokesmen to address organizing rallies 

and political -events, and making suggestions on Presidential statements and 

appearances. The latter group of activities should be coordinated with or 

channeled through the White House project manager i - 

The White House project managers will have responsibility for a broad- 

based communications campaign . designed to inform the .constituent group of 

what the President has done to benefit them and to ensure that the President 

and the entire Administration is portrayed as favorably as possible to the group. 

To carry out this mandate, the project manager wall need to work with. the 

"White House communications staff. An individual on the communications staff 

should be designated to provide needed support to the project manager. As 

with the substantive issue project managers, the communications staff should 

be closely consulted with by the project manager, but the project manager must 
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retain Jfinal authority. Departmental support (e. g. , documentation of achieve- 
ments, support for feature stories, producing radio and TV actualities, con- 
ducting mailings, etc. ) should be obtained through the White House Communication 
Office. In addition, the project manager should have the assistance of a full-time 
staff member to handle day-to-day dealings, ensure that White House and 
Departmental support comes through as requested, and work with Pat O'Donnell 
to schedule speakers for constituent group events. 

Clear Direction and Accountability for Performance . ’ f * - 

.To maintain direction and a sense of urgency in the face of the day-to-day 
White House activities, the project managers must be given clear direction and 
their performance must be reviewed critically on a regular basis. This should 
be the responsibility of John Ehrlichman and Ken Cole. ■ Consequently-, neither 
of them should assume a project manager responsibility. This feedback should 
-consist of guidance on planned actions and evaluation of results achieved. 

Guidance on- Planned Actions. Each project manager .should develop a 
strategy statement consisting of (1) specific objectives to.be achieved,- (2) a 
timetable of major events focusing public attention on the -issue or constituent 
group, and (3) a general description of how the objective is to be achieved. (A 
check list of items to be considered is attached. ) This long-term view should 
be supplemented by a monthly plan outlining specific actions to be taken. These 
should be reviewed by Ehrlichman and Cole and constructive feedback given. 

Evaluation of Results. Each project manager should submit monthly 
reports of results achieved versus plan along with a general evaluation of 
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progress. These also should b© critiqued by Cole and EhrJichman. 
DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 

Issues assigned to the Departments will be managed by the White House 
but not operated on a day-to-day basis. These will involve only substantive 
;issues and no constituent groups. 

por each issue, the assigned Department will be required to designate 
a project manager along the lines of the project managers for substantive 
issues within the White House. These project managers will be Held-accountable • 
for both the substantive and public relations aspects of the issues for which 
they are responsible. On the substantive aspects of issues, the Department 
project managers will be responsible to the Domestic Council following normal 
procedures. - Monitoring the Departments' public relations on thes$ issues 
will be the responsibility of .the White House Communications Office. This 
will erasure that the departmental project manager has the needed communications 
support and that the public relations program is professionally devised and 
executed. 

* ’ £ £ ’ 

Once the issues have been assigned and the above procedures approved. 

Bob Haldeman should take the lead in implementing the program. He should 
call a meeting of the officials affected and make clear his commitment to 
making it work. At this meeting a briefing should be givpn on the project 
managers’ responsibilities and authority and the project managers should be 
introduced so no confusion over who is accountable for what will occur. Also, 
the Cabinet should be given a briefing on the project manager concept and 
the Departmental issue assignments to ensure they understand the program 
and to give it their full support. 


December 23, 1971 
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' _ . ATTACHMENT 

POLICY CiiSCX LIST ’ . • : - 

I. Decide on the Goal 

A. Is it to keep the President from being attacked? 

t 

B. Can tho President be positioned favorably? „ *" 

Questions to be asked • 

: 1. Who is affected? , . 

2. Where do they live? 

- 3. Are those affected likoly to be for or against the 

President? 

... 4. Do we need their support to win? 

5. If they are generally our nupr .cters, is our prograa 
likely to appeal to them? 

C. If fit will, do they understand it and do they have 
a favorable inage of the President's action? 

7. If they aren't giving tho- President credit, would 
they if they understood the program? 

8. If no, could vo change our program and thereby gain' 
their support? 

* 9 . Who is our opposition from? 

10. What power base does our opposition operate from? 

11. Whet i3 tho disposition of the National media to 
the issue? 

12. What is. tha disposition of the Congress? 

13. Khat is the disposition of tho conservatives? 

14. Does tha issue have an effect on the general public? 

15. Will our action or Ciha action of tha opposition be 
viowed in a positive or negative light by the general 
public? 



What aro the po l icy -pa r-aaieters for the issu e? 
Questions to ask 

1. What are the principles of our program - the key 
points in priority order? 

2. What is the minimum wo will take? 

3. What is the maximum wo can accept? ' 

4. What points do we consider bargoinable? 

What 'is o ur press p lan? 

What is our speci a l interest plan? - 
What is our Congressional plan? 

Who are tha key p layers in III, IV and V above? 

What leg isl atio n i s cu r rently p ending ? 

A. Who ia for the legislation? 

B. Who is against the legislation? 

C. What is the Administration's position on it? 

D. Will this legislation have any chance to move? 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

DISCUSSION DRAFT * ' 

CAPITALIZING UPON THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

In the forthcoming election President Nixon has a unique advantage 
available to no other candidate -- control of the Executive Branch. 

This paper suggests steps to use the resources inherent in this 
control to the greatest possible political benefit of the President.. ' 

The White House has already initiated Administration-wide 
programs to derive -greater White House operations direct activities 
itf political benefit from grants, communications, and personnel, 
also. White House, project managers and constituent groups will soon be 
established to handle key issues. These efforts should prove productive • 
and should continue undisturbed. . 

In addition, -the White House should take steps to ensure the ‘ 
day-to T day program administration and operations in the Departments* 
are conducted in a manner to moving support for the President's 
reelection. Undoubtedly, many Departmental officials would do this with- 
out direction from the White House. - Nevertheless a White House 
directed program would: 

(a) give desired emphasis to the effort 

(b) clarify the type and degree of action which would be most beneficial 

(c) enable performance to be monitored, and 

(d) establish a mechanism to quickly change priorities or add 
activities as required by the campaign. 

* Major Agencies such as VA, S73A, OEO, GSA and EPA should also be 
included. 
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The essential purpose of Departmental politicization programs is 
to insure that day to day Departmental program development, implementation 
and administration are conducted to support the President's reetection. 

Since it would be impossible for the White House to directly control all the 
possibilities for this type action, the Departments should assume this 
responsibility under the guidance of the White House. 

DEPARTMENTAL PROGRAMS 

A Departmental task force of politically reliable Assistant 
Secretaries and sub-Agency Heads should be established under the 
direction of the Under Secretary and be given responsibility for 
insuring the Department takes all possible. actions to support the 
President's re-election. While each Departmental task force would 
be* expected to take any actions which carries out the general charge, 
each Department would be expected to (1) conduct an educational 
program for loyal appointees outlining what is expected of them and 
(2) develop a comprehensive plan outlining the intended actions. 

Educating the Departments 

A major problem to be overcome is the general insensitivity to 
political needs. To combat this problem a series of briefings for 
loyal appointees should be held shortly after the President announces 
for the New Hampshire primary. They would cover the following: 
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-- The political outlook and strategy in general terms, including 
key states and voting blocks. 

— General division. of re-election responsibilities between the 
campaign organization, the RNC, and Administration political 
appointees. . - 

-- Actions for political appointees to take: 

-- Garry out the President's re-election strategy in . > * 

day to day activities. 

-- Contribute to Departmental plan (discussed below) 

Cooperate with grantsmanship, communications personnel 
and issue management programs. 

-- Brief discussion of White House organization which will guide 
and assist and monitor results. - • 

To minimize the risk of direct public association of these meetings 
with the President while still penetrating into the Departments, the 
briefings should be conducted in a three-stage process: 

State 1 Mitchell and Ehrlichman brief the Department Secretaries 
and key Agency Heads at a Cabinet meeting. Only the 
politicization program would be discussed since the other 
material has already been covered. 

Stage 2 Under Secretaries, and Assistant Secretaries and sub Agency 

Heads would be briefed at meetings hosted by the Cabinet officer 
or Agency Heads with briefers supplied by the campaign and 


the While House. 
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Stage 3 The Assistant Secretaries and sub Agency Heads, at their 

discretion,, would then hold similar briefings for loyal lower 
level political appointees, including regional personnel. These 
sessions would draw on White House and Departmental resources 
as necessary. • ' 

Having been informed on general terms of how they can support the 
President's re-election, the loyal appointees will be expected to take 
appropriate action on a day to day basis. To further stimulate this 
activity and to coordinate the Department wide effect, comprehensive 
action plans should be developed 

Developing Departmental Action Plans • ■ . 

The politicization task force should inventory all the possible ways 
to ‘support the President's reelection and then develop .comprehensive * 
action plans for carrying these out. 

The following questions give a rough idea of what these plans might cover: 
-- What will be the significant issues (other than those already 
identified and assigned by the White House) and how will the 
Department handle them to posture the President correctly? 

-- What major actions (both with and without budget adjustments) will 
the Department take to significantly increase (1) the President's 
re-election chances in key States and (2) the President's popularity 
with key voting groups? 


-- What actions will the Department take to obtain the support of 
organized groups affected by the Departments? 

— What actions will be taken by the Department Heads to motivate 
day-to-day support within the Department for the Presidents 
re-election? • ' - ' 

.While the above questions are very general and -need considerable 
refinement, planning along these lines would get Department officials to 
think in specific terms about what they can do to support the President 
and commit themselves to doing something. For example, GSA might 
undertake the following: • 

-- Emphasize building construction in key States, cities and counties, ' 

-- Expedite disposal of property for parks and schools in key States, 

• . Emphasize duel/fiiel program in ecology minded areas of' key . 

States with less emphasis elsewhere. 

. Emphasize minority procurement program in those States and 
areas where we really have an opportunity to win some of the 
minority vote. ’ 

While there would not be a specific format, three items, of information . 
would be required for each planned activity: (1) what would be accomplished 

in specific, measurable terms,- (2) when it would be accomplished by and 
(3) which Departmental official {Assistant Secretary or sub-Agency Head) 


is responsible for results. 
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Once the plan is reviewed, refined and approved, the Departmental 
Task Force would have the responsibility- 

for carrying out the plan and insuring in general that Departmental 
actions are supportive of the President's re-election. To maintain 
pressure for following through on the program, the Under Secretaries 
would be required to develop monthly reports summarizing progress on 
plan and other key actions taken in direct support of the President's 
re - election. 

WHITE HOUSE CONTROL . * 

Although each Department would have responsibility for developing 
and implementing its own program,, the White House would monitor 
its effectiveness. For example, the appropriate White House staff 
members (inmost cases Domestic Council Assistant Directors )should 
participate in the Departmental planning to assure it is thorough and 
imaginative. The completed plans would be reviewed by a White House 
group chaired by the Domestic Council member and containing representa 
tives from those organizations affected by the plan (e. g. , the campaign. 
Organizational Liaision, the Communications Office, the White House 
Personnel Office, etc. ), and the Department would be directed to make 
changes as deemed appropriate. 

Follow-through would be the prime responsibility of the Domestic 
Council member. He would review monthly progress reports and 
would follow through with the Departments nn. missed opportunities or 
on changed priorities. 
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MINIMIZING ADVERSE PUBLICITY 

Trying to pressure.^non-political" civil servants to partisanly 
support the Presidents re-election would undoubtedly become 
quickly publicized and backfire. Consequently, the strategy 
contemplated in the above program is to work through 
the top and medium level political appointees who can exercise 
control over most of the major Departmental decisions and actions. 

Even with this limited approach, we could generate unfavorable 
publicity. Consequently the following precautions should be 
taken to prevent leaks: 

•• . r 

-- All the* Departmental actions should be construed as being 
taken at the initiative of the Department Head 

-- No one should have access to the written complete Department 
plan below the level of the Under Secretary. (Particularly 
the staff documents used in developing the plan and for 
reporting progress should be tightly controlled. ) Naturally, 
each participant. Assistant Secretary and sub> Agency Head would 
have a general understanding of the overall Department effort 
and be held accountable for results in his individual area. 

-- Department progress reports, both internally and in the White 
House, should be on a verbal basis. 
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In spite of these precautions there could be some unfavorable 
publicity but this possible drawback is miniscule compared to the 
probable payoff from effectively capitalizing upon this unique 
asset. Astute orchestration of the executive branch operations can be . 
of* immense political value to the President; Undirected, the Departments 
efforts would be at best incomplete and xinfocused. If the proposed 
administration wide effort is effectively implemented, it could be * 

instrumental in reelecting the President. 


December 23, 1971 
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Malek Exhibit No. 7 




MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


April 28, 1972 
FRED MALEK 
FRANK HERRINGER 
Responsiveness Briefing of Mitchell 


Attached are proposed talking points for the briefing of the AG on' 
the responsiveness program. 

I recommend that the briefing be held after we have had at least 

some of the Cabinet Officer meetings so that we caq tell the AG that ^ 

,h * * * 


Yon should handle the briefing. 
Agree 


Disagree _ 


♦ Gifford should be there because of his g rantsmanshy ^ ^^ve^ ^nt. * * 

Agree Disagree 


I should be there because presumably my role as Administration Controller 
will include reporting on the effectiveness of the responsiveness program. 


Agree 


Disag ree__ 


Stan should be there because he is to ,, coordinate ,, the responsiveness program. 

Agree Disagree 

In addition, I think that Rob should attend the briefing. He will have as 
much involvement in the program as Stan, and should not be made to feel 
like a second-class citizen. 


Agree 




Disagree 


This would make it a five-on-one meeting, which can make the "one** 
uncomfortable, or result in excessive formality. You know Mr. Mitchell — 
if you think the participation should be cut back, I would recommend 
cutting Rob, Stan, myself and Gifford in that order. ^ _ 

U/J&P *• wtife 

Attachments 
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DRAFT - CONFIDENTIAL April 28, 1972 

s JOHN MITCHELL BRIEFING 

- ON RESPONSIVENESS 

Potentially, one of our most significant advantages over the opposition 
is the incumbency -- if it is used properly. 

Consequently, we are taking several steps to ensure that the Executive 
Branch is as supportive as possible of the re-election effort. 

-- You already know about Bill Gifford's excellent work on grants. 

We would like to take a few moments to explain a new program 

that is in the process of being launched -- we call it the "responsiveness 

program. \ 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The objective of the program is to get the Departments (on their own 
initiative) to allocate available resources in a manner supportive of the 
re-election. 

# As a preliminary step. Bob Marik and his staff developed specific 
geographic and voting bloc groups priorities. 

Bob produced a detailed analysis of each key State, pinpointing 
counties and constituent groups that will be pivotal to the 
re-election effort. 

Wherever possible. Bob obtained inputs from the State RN 
Chairman, Senators and Congressmen, and Constituent Group 
Project Managers, so that the State analyses reflect practical 
judgments, as well as demographics. . 
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* Once we had this information, I held meetings with each Cabinet Officer 

\ 

and a key contact in each Department. 

• At these meetings, I first described the political priorities as developed 
by Marik. 

* Then, I asked each Cabinet Officer to conduct a review of all non-policy 

actions that the Department intended to take between now and the election 
which could have an impact on the key areas and/or groups. .. s - v 

• After completing this review, each Department is to prepare and submit 
to us a brief outline report describing what they intend to do to support the 
re-election, including: 

Identification of actions that could have a major impact on a 
key area or group, and proposed changes to enable actions 
to impact on higher priority areas or groups, or changes to 
postpone negative repercussions. 

Steps to be taken to maximize the exposure of positive actions, 
minimize the exposure of negative ones, and ensure that the 
President receives credit for favorable results. 

Proposals for eliciting favorable reactions from particular 

groups that the Department relates to -- veterans, doctors, teachers 

etc. 

A program for communicating the political priorities to loyal 
Regional Directors, and a follow-up process to ensure that the 
Regions are responsive to the needs of the voting. bloc and other 
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organized groups, and also are giving' the President sufficient 
exposure. ./ 

• We should be receiving these plans in the next two weeks. 

BENEFITS - ' . V ‘ ; . 

• We believe this program will result in substantial benefits. : ^ " 

• -- It will force the Departments to think in terms of actions 

directly supportive of the re-election. . 

It will ensure that Departments have a common understanding 
of the political priorities as we see them. 

-- It will establish a channel through which we can communicate 
to the Departments as the campaign develops. '• 

• This last part -- the establishment of a commjunication s channel — may 
prove to be extremely important. 

Even though our people have no specific knowledge of the program, 
we are beginning to get requests from the field and voting bloc 
groups for politically sensitive actions by the Executive Branch. 

For example: 

Lyn Nofziger wants the Department of Labor to use Emergency 
Employment Program funds to hire politically reliable 
Blacks throughout California. 

Paul Jones wants favorable action on an HEW grant for James 

i ‘ . ■ 

Farmer that would enable Farmer to have time to speak in 

. support of the re-election. 


32-818 0 - 74 - pt. 18 - 12 
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- Dan Todd wants HUD to re.lease additional model cities funds 
to support a project for elderly Chicanos in California. 

’ These requests come to me, and I have a member of my staff 

research them to see if the requested action is feasible and >;•!■ . 
desirable. . . ' - • . “ . - • 

: - If it is. Bill Gifford is asked to work with the Department 
; . to get it done. -V 

— . This seems to be an effective way of operating, and I would like 
to see it continue, an<^ even expand. 

NEXT STEPS. 

In summary, we think the responsiveness program is a potentially 
valuable way of utilizing the resources of the Executive Branch to support 
re-election. 

* To improve its effectiveness, the existence of the program should be 
made known to key people here at 1701, and they should be encouraged to 
identify ways in which the Departments can be made more responsive. 

I have already taken steps to inform the Constituent Group Project 
Managers. 

-- If it is agreeable to you, I would also like to hold meetings with \ 

Jeb and each of the Individual State Coordinators to explain the program* 
to them. 

The only significant drawback to the program is the danger of a 
leak --.we have taken several steps to minimize this danger, in our 
contacts with the. Departments. 
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As far as the Campaign Committee is concerned, all communications-; 
concerning the program should be verbal, and the White House involvement 
should be known only to a limited number of people. 

• From time to time, I will keep you posted on our progress in this 
and other efforts to effectively utilize the incumbency in support of the 
re-election. ’ V - 
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Malek Exhibit No. 8 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 24, 1971 


Note for: 


Bill Gifford 
Peter Millspaugh 


Attached are redrafts along with your copy of the 
fir st draft. . 

Sorry again for the delay. When I redrafted, 
there appeared to be substantial holes which I 
have tried to fill. 

I did not include a discussion of the papers on 
Federal benefits to States because it did not 
seem to fit in logically with the rest of the 
material. The paper idea can be covered with 
Shultz and Rumsfeld separately. 


Bill Horton 


Attachments 



The White House 

WASHINGTON 


t 
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July 3, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR HARRY FLEMMING 
FROM JEB S. MAGRUDER 


Enclosed is a proposal Bill Horton drew up 
with the assistance of Bill Gifford, QMB, 
and Peter Millspaugh. As you can see, they 
are including the political input that you 
will be able to provide them with. If there 
are changes you feel should be made please 
transmit them to Millspaugh or Horton. 


Enclosure 
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July 3, 1971 


CONFIDENTIAL 


1 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
SUBJECTS ’ Grantsmanship 


Enclosed is a copy of a proposal to insure that the President 
and his Congressional supporters get proper credit for Federal 
Government programs. This proposal was written by Bill Horton 
in Fred Malek's office with the assistance of Bill Gifford, 
OHB, and Peter Millspaugh in Harry Dent's office. 

If implemented this should be an effective method of insur- 
ing that political considerations are taken into account. 


JSB S. MAGRUDER 


Enclosure 


JSM:ger 
JSM Chron 
JSM AG file 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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CONFIDENTIAL ' DISCUSSION 

.. DRAFT 

Copy cZ* 

COMMUNICATING PRESIDENTIAL INVOLVEMENT 
IN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS 


The President has shaped the Federal budget and has established policies 
guiding the awarding of grants and contracts. * The President, therefore, 
and his Congressional supporters should receive due credit for the benefits 
accruing to the public under Federal Government programs. In addition, the 
President’s direct control over awarding selected grants should be strengthened 
to ensure that political circumstances can be considered, if appropriate, in 
making awards. 

Consequently, procedures should be established to fulfill the following 
objectives: 

Ensure special consideration is given to politically important grants 
and OMB operating decisions 

-- Ensure the President receives due credit for favorable Federal 
Government decisions and actions 

-- In complement with the President's campaign strategy, assist targeted 
Senate and Congressional candidates through announcements and close 
liaison. 

While OMB awards some major grants (principally large water and construction 
projects),' the Departmental approved grants account for the vast majority of 
funds spent. Consequently, an OMB- Departmental network and operating 
procedures must be established to fulfill the above objectives. . This paper 
discusses how the proposed network and procedures would fulfill the objectives 
and then covers implementation steps. 

ENSURING SPECIAL CONSIDERATION 

To ensure, politically sensitive grant applications receive appropriate consideration, 
two basic steps must be carried out: (1) determine which grants are politically 
sensitive and (2) ensure these grants receive positive consideration from OMB 
and the Departments. 


^Hereafter the term grants will be used broadly to include contracts as well. 

**The term Departments refers to the nine domestic Departments and the major 
Independent Agencies. Special provisions will have to be made for State, Defense, 
and the Post Office. 

i - ’ . 
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DETERMINATION OF POLITICALLY SENSITIVE GRANTS 


This step should be accomplished in a manner which minimizes the risk of 
unfavorable publicity and falsely raised expectations. Therefore the * 
possibilities of surveying all pending grant applications or soliciting the opinion 
of Congressional and local Nixon supporters were rejected. 

Identification through routine contacts . Identification should rely on routine 
contacts with various White. House and campaign officials. For example, 
supportive Senators and Congressmen usually inform the Congressional 
Relations staff of pending grants which are politically important to them. 

State and local representatives contact various White House officials in a 
simitar manner. All these inputs should be passed along to Gifford for 
consideration by the grant coordination group. Based on past experience, the 
most politically important grant applications are usually brought to the attention 
of White House or campaign officials. However, especially important localities 
where no appropriate grants seem to be in process will be checked in the grant 
initiation process covered below. 

This identification process will generate more grants than could be or should 
be given special consideration. Consequently, priorities must be set. 

Grant coordinating group to select "must" grants. Designation of "must" 
grants should be made by a grant coordinating group consisting of Bill Gifford 
as Chairman, Bill Timmons, Harry Dent, and Harry Flemming. This group 
would ensure the most recent political information and campaign priorities 
were considered in selecting "must” grants. This group should also have other 
responsibilities as discussed subsequently. 

Initiating grants . In addition to designating must grants from pending applications 
there may be occasions in which political circumstances require a grant be 
generated for a locality. Once such a locality is identified by the campaign 
organization, the coordinating group would decide what kind of grant would best meet 
the needs and available program resources. A campaign representative would 
then inform the appropriate local official what to submit. When submitted, it, 
of course, would be designated a "must." 

ACTION ON "MUST" GRANTS 

Once a grant application is designated a "must, " there are two ways to obtain 
its approval, depending upon whether the grant decision is made at the OMB 
level or at a Department. 

OMB decisions . Since the OMB approved projects are typically line items in 
the budget, decisions must be made on them this fall. Consequently, after a 



8354 


preliminary screening by Gifford, the grant coordinating group should review 
the project requests to identify the politically most important. Gifford will 
then ensure those identified are among those approved. 

In addition to the major project decisions, Shultz also makes many routine 
management decisions affecting Federal Government operations. Although 
routine to the Federal Government, some are terribly important and politically 
sensitive to specific localities. For example, the move of a Federal office 
from one city to another may be routine on its face but have severe political 
implications. It is understood that Shultz has already established a procedure 
to be provided with political input in the making of such decisions.' 

Departmental grants . Gifford must rely on the Departments to follow through on 
"must" grants under their jurisdiction. To accomplish this, a network of 
Departmental coordinators should be established. These individuals must have 
two prime qualities: (1) loyalty to the President and sufficient authority to 
ensure "must" grants are approved and Departmental announcements of all 
grants conform to the guidelines discussed subsequently. Consequently, these 
coordinators should be at the sub- Cabinet level. These individuals would not, 
of course, be expected to personally perform the function. They would be held 
responsible, however, for achieving the desired results and informing Gifford. 

Dealing with the Departments. iGifford must be flexible on pushing a "must" 
grant in case it turns out to be substantively irresponsible or an obvious 
waste of government funds relative to other pending grants. In such cases, 
Gifford should weigh the substantive drawbacks and risk of adverse publicity 
against the expected political benefits, ‘consulting with others as needed. He 
should then make a final decision on whether the grant is to be approved. 

Also, in order to minimize the risk of embarrassment to the President, the 
volume of grants designated "musts" in any one Department should be limited. 
Gifford should make these judgments on a month -to -month basis, drawing, 
naturally, from the grant coordinating group and the Departmental contacts. 

ENSURING POLITICAL BENEFIT IS GAINED 

Once grant decisions are made, they should be announced in a way to ensure 
appropriate credit is given to the President and Nixon Congressional supporters 
In key races. Needless to say, this principle should apply to all grants, not 
just "musts. " Also, politically sensitive Departmental liaison with candidates 
.^can be very helpful. Procedures to capitalize upon these opportunities and 
monitor results are discussed below. 

GRANT ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Grants will be announced both at the White Bous« and the Departmental levels. 
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White House procedures. The major and politically most important grants 
should be screened for possible announcement by the President and White House 
spokesmen (e. g. , Finch, Rumsfeld, Klein) traveling on behalf of the President. 
There would be three sources of such grants: (1) the major water and 
construction projects decided by OMB, (2) the roughly 200 pending 
Departmental grants per month of $1 million and over which are routinely 
reported to the White House 24-48 hours prior to planned announcements and 
(3) "must" grants approved by the Departments. This screening would be 
performed by Gifford. To guide him, screening criteria would be developed 
by Chapin arid the grant coordinating group and then reviewed by Haldeman and 
Mitchell. • 

Close coordination will be required between Gifford and Chapin to ensure the 
President derives maximum benefit from grant announcements. Gifford should 
continually inform Chapin of grants which may be desirable for the President 
to announce. (If Presidential involvement in a grant announcement is rejected, 
Gifford should be informed as soon as possible so he can line up another appropri- 
ate announcement procedure. ) Also, Chapin should keep Gifford informed of 
planned Presidential trips so that grant announcements pertaining to the areas 
to be visited can be lined up for possible announcement in conjunction with the 
President's visit. Similarly, Gifford should coordinate closely with the White 
House scheduling operation to match grant announcements with trips planned by 
senior Administration spokesman. 

Naturally, White House level announcements should be coordinated with the 
applicable Department coordinator and, as appropriate, the relevant Senators, 
Congressmen, and candidates. It would be Gifford's responsibility to ensure 
this coordination takes place. 

Department announcements . The vast majority of announcements would be made 
through the Departments under the control of the designated coordinator. 

To ensure these announcements are made in a manner consistent with the 
campaign strategy aiid'priorities , announcement guidelines should be developed 
by the grant coordinating group and, after review by Haldeman and Mitchell, 
followed by the Departmental contacts. These should build upon the procedures 
already established by Congressional Relations and outline for each State and 
target Congressional district specifically how grants should be announced. For 
example, they would cover such questions as how to handle a target Congressional 
district with a Democratic incumbent or division of announcements between 
Senate and Congressional candidates. Naturally, these guidelines should be 
updated periodically as campaign priorities and alliances shift. 

In developing and establishing these guidelines the assistance of the Republican 
Senate and Congressional Campaign Committees should be sought. For example, 
in 1970, a representative of the Senate Campaign Committee did an excellent 
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Job of obtaining the approval of non- candidate Senators in allowing favorable 
information to flow to the Senatorial candidates from their States. 

DEPARTMENTAL LIAISON WITH KEY CANDIDATES • 

Besides grant announcements* the 1970 experience showed the Departments 
can help candidates significantly simply by exercising politically sensitive 
liaison. For example, progress reports and prompt status checks can assist 
a candidate during the course of a campaign even though a final decision cannot 
be announced. Expediting a favorable decision can be helpful. Conversely, 
as the primaries and general elections approach, delaying unfavorable decisions 
will also be important politically. 

Such specialized assistance can only be devoted to a small number of key 
Senatorial and Congressional candidates. These should be identified by the 
campaign organization and communicated to the Department contact by Gifford. 
The Departmental coordinator should designate an individual to be the liaison 
with candidates and provide the clout to help him operate effectively. 

MONITORING EFFECTIVENESS 

The effectiveness of the operation at fhe White House level will be readily 
apparent. To monitor the Departments' effectiveness, either the President’s 
campaign committee or the Republican Senate and House campaign committees 
should periodically survey the staff of each key candidate on the quality of 
assistance given by each Department. If a Department shows a pattern of 
poor assistance or political errors, Gifford should inform the Departmental 
coordinator and ask him to take corrective action. 

/ - NEXT STEPS 

If this general approach is approved, it can be implemented informally for the 
most part. However, two actions are also necessary. These are: (1) inform 
the Departments and Agency Heads about the program and establish the contacts, 
and (E) provide staff assistance for Bill Gifford. 

Informing the Departments . At a Cabinet meeting soon, there should be a 
brief presentation about the project's objectives and procedures. Ideally 
it would be given by Shultz. Also, Gifford would be present and introduced 
as the President's project coordinator. The President should make clear that 
he endorses the project and directs it to be carried out as outlined. The Depart- 
ment Heads would be told to designate appropriate individuals at the Under 
Secretary or Assistant Secretary level who will be responsible for results and 
to ensure these individuals have the necessary authority and staff to carry put " 
their mandate. Subsequently, Shultz and Gifford would have a meeting with the 
Departmental designees to ensure they fully understood the program and what was 
expected of them. 
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Providing Staff Assistance for Gifford . To carry out his responsibilities, 
Gifford must be assisted by a well-qualified professional with appropriate 
secretarial assistance. This individual's prime responsibilities would be 
monitoring the Departments* follow-through on "must" grants, coordinating 
the release of major OMB and Departmental grants announced by the President 
or White House spokesmen, and monitoring the effectiveness of Departmental 
announcements and candidate liaison. 


William L. Horton 
June 23, 1971 
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Malek Exhibit No. 9 


MEMORANDUM 


CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY 

' TO: 

FROM: 


Second meeting on resources was held Tuesday, June 8, and 
attended by Flemming, Millspaugh (W.H. - Political), Gifford 
(OMB - Schultz), Nidecker (W.H. Congressional Liaison), 

Lissy (State) and Mastrangelo (HEW). 

Inventory of patronage items submitted by members was dis- 
cussed. Decision was reached to concentrate initially on a 
program utilizing this Administration's Presidential appoin- 
tees. The basic objective of the program would be to carry 
the message of the President's good works out into the states, 
cities, towns and communities through these appointees as 
his Ambassadors. Set up properly, it was felt we could 
greatly maximize the impact of this effort by some centralized 
control over timing, geographic and constituency concentration, 
issue selection, and speaker-to-audience match-ups. Elements 
required to set up such a program were analyzed and Millspaugh 
instructed to draw up a working outline, obtain a current listing 
of Presidential appointees, and develop some data on the public 
speaking presently associated with this group. 

A need for some research was acknowledged and ideas solic- 
ited. Millspaugh was to meet with Mr. Roehmer McPhee to 
discuss the 1956 White House campaign set-up and consider 
him for a possible addition to the present group. 

Flemming alerted the group to a separate study underway to 
develop recommendations for an arrangement tying OMB into 
the campaign. Participants are Millspaugh, Gifford (OMB - 
Schultz) and Horton (W.H. - Haldeman) and these recommenda- 
tions are to be integrated into one overall report. 

Date of the next meeting would be set by the Chairman. 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 23, 1971 
IJarry Flemming 
Peter yvlillspaugh 
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POINTS FOR DISCUSSION 

6 / 9/71 

General Proposition : By virtue of the incumbency, what do 

we have that can be used, and how do we use it to re-elect 
the President? 

I. What do we have? (see materials). Is this enough for 
our purposes, or should we go Department by Department 
and dig out more specific types of patronage? If so, how 
shall we proceed? To what extent is it required that the 
campaign management team be aware of specific patronage 
items? 

H. What form should this be in to be of most use to campaign? 
Should we list by Department/Agency? By subject, etc... 
or maybe cut it a number of ways? 

Should we go one step further and attempt to organize it in 
categories more suited to direct campaign use, i. e. , along 
issue lines, geographically, candidate support, etc. ? How 
. would we do this? Who would do? 

HI. Could we also come up with separate project ideas developed 
around the use of the various types of patronage that would 
augment the campaign nicely? (Looking at our appointees 
for example, and the idea we discussed concerning an 
Ambassador's Club project to develop an elite corps of sales 
men to go out and sell the President. ) What about a project 
aimed at incorporating the enormous public information 
apparatus at our disposal into various aspects of the cam- 
paign, etc. ?) 

IV. How do we approach the problem of our patronage delivery 
system? Two requirements for this system would seem to 
be: (1) deliver on one-shot, short notice requirements, and 

(2) insure ongoing regulation of outgoing patronage within 
guidance provided by campaign. Any other? What is best 
way to structure our system, i. e. , charge each Department 
and Agency with gaining control of all of the Department's 
outgoing patronage, then centralize that control in the hands 
of one person who in turn becomes the contact point with 
the campaign? Once established, how do we condition 
and discipline the system? What level should we deal 
at? How should the arrangements be made? Who 
should do? 
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THE BASIC TYPES OF PATRONAGE 


1) Jobs (full-time, part-time, retainers, consultantships, 

etc, ) 

2) Revenue 

- Contracts (Federal Government as purchaser - GSA) 

- Grants (do-good programs - EDA, Model Cities, NSF 

(research), etc.) 

- Subsidies (needy industries - airlines, etc.) 

- Bank Deposits (all Federal accounts) 

- Social Need Programs (direct benefit to citizen, i. e. , 

Social Security, welfare, etc. ) 

- Public Works Projects 

3) Execution of F ederal Law (resides mainly in Department 

of Justice whose interpretive power touches every vested 
interest). 

4) Information and Public Relations Capacity (a professional (? ) 

public relations office in each department and agency con- 
stitutes an enormous public information apparatus). 

5) Travel (domestic transportation can be provided by law, 

foreign travel, international conferences, etc. are avail- 
able). 
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WHITE HOUSE PATRONAGE 


A. Invitations (White House functions of all types) 

B. White House Tours 

C. Appointment with the President (Vice President and 

staff also) 

D. Addresses (Vice President and staff also) 

E. Visits (Vice President and staff also) 

F. Correspondence (Vice President, staff; includes direct 

mailings recognizing accomplishments, graduations, 
etc. ) 

G. Phone Calls ( Vice P resident and staff also) 

H. Endorsements (Presidential or White House generally for 

events, happenings, organizations, etc. ) 

I. ' Memorabilia and Autographed Photos (includes pens, golf 

balls, tie clasps, etc.) 

J. Positions or Assignments (occasional full-time positions, 

summer internships, special White House assignments 
or missions) 

K. Awards (Presidential, Vice Presidential and White House) 

L. Doors Opened (accessibility to Federal officials in depart- 

ments and agencies) 

M. Christmas Cards (and gifts) 


32-818 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 13 
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EXAMPLES OF SOME SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS 
AND 

THE FEDERAL DOLLAR * 


Farmer (upper and middle class) 
subsidies 

$ 4.0 Billion 

Oil (depletion allowance) 

1. 5 " 

Airlines and Users 
(subsidies) 

1.2 " 

Railroad and Shipping Firms 
( subsidies) 

1.0 " 

Trucking Firms and Motorists 
(subsidies) 

5.0 " 

Construction (private housing) 

2.0 " 

Suburbanites (interest write-off 
on taxes) 

Veterans (benefits generally) 

7.3+ " 

* Source: 

To the Victor, Random House, 1971. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


VWA 


Malek Exhibit No. 10 

A 


;r^ 


( ^)atc: August 30,. 1971 




DANIEL T. KINGSLEY 
CLARK MacGREGOR 

rA /?/• 

William Edward Bennett 
A Candidate for Position with the 
Administration 


I. Appropriate Action 


Executive Level 


GS 15 It Below 


Departmental and/or 
functional preference: 

IRS 

, Field of Tax Law 


III. Source of Evaluation 


II. Ability in Area of Competence 


Outstanding ^ J 


j 1 Supergrade /GS 16-18) * Good 


Average.. 


Poor 


Unknown 


GC 


j Known to me personally 

[ ~ 1 Known by a reliable source 


IV. Value of Placement to the 
President Politically 


Highest political value 
J (Must place) 


V. Other 


] Recommended by individual 


High Political Value 
CS3 ■ < p ‘ a « if pos slblc) 

Moderate political value 


Comr'nentri 


whose judgment is unknown [ | (Handle courteously) 

C 


Considerations or 


Little Political Value 
(Handle routinely) 
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Malek Exhibit No. 11 


CONFIDE VIAL 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
Woshtngton 


rvr» 


Memorandum for: 


A1 Kaup inc n May 14, 1973 

GSA 


Subject : Referral of Stuart Weeks _____ 

( Name of Individual) 


For a 


□ 


Full-time 


□ . 


Position SIT.B 


Rn-nr ;inr 


□ In response to your vacancy notice of ; ; 

(Pate) 

for the position of ; . 

This candidate deserves a: 

□ .Must □ Courtesy 

□ High Priority , D Routine Referral 

consideration for a position in your agency. A resume on the individual is attached. 

□ This candidate should be interviewed# 

Please note your disposition on the carbon copy and return by „ 

Remarks: #• 


Options: Intern Program 

Low level consultancy 
Temporary need appointment 


TAja. 


J15JJLJ * am out. 


AGENCY ACTION 

This candidate 

[ ] Is mv.ior Active 
Consideration 


[a] Was not 
selected 


| Resume is heinq kept 
for fur chcr conn icier: it ion 


[_ J Wav; selected, position: 


Ui-- 1 x i*‘ to "u’i'ic C:Jj Mfirti'-r i . 
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Malek Exhibit No. 12 


W 


' .y . 
y. -f 


f j 

1 t. 


THE. WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON . y-. j >, - r r ,-fc;- V.->‘ 

:• !>' JO?. : W 4 ' ’ ‘ 

November 9/ 1971 i V " -j 

- ' ■**$£&*: •. **&(*?* < 





'*y y A ! L a < : 'n e o' ui 'tHe re'sume ^of if&s Lie’ CoHe-W'’ M r.:- Cohen comes yyr - 

mgMvTreccminended ,to;tnis-oif ice .ana consequently-,^ is . rated ^ 

-n~v --A-.r^v-— -^,-. •«: R - 

aS- a lTot Must. Placements ¥e -would appreciate y on r,.in ve stx— 
gating the-*po a aibilities for him. in. your depa rtment in. Calif 

e.wotilcC al s avapp r ec lat e it '. if;y ou .would keep my ofrice ciosely-^-j^^/^^vIy^ 



- . . 


' UK 
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Malek Exhibit No. 13 






— 


THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


June 


FRED 


*$ 5 ?&o/ — 

cJkTfy *- 

1 jrc^i^Xjs- ^ 


STAN ANDERSON, 
ROB DAVISON 


SUBJECT: 


Responsiveness Program 


Several days ago you emphasized the need for us to use 
our ingenuity and imagination in the responsiveness 
program. We were analyzing the requests that we have 
received to date and determined that only one State 
Chairman (Nofziger) had ever made a request through 
our channels. The reason in most instances obviously 
is that these State Chaiimen are unaware of the program. 
We don't think we can count on the political coordinators 
to properly indoctrinateFState Chairmen, 



As a result, we would suggest that you might want to 
consider the possibility of including the responsiveness 
program on the agenda of the State Chairmen meetings 
when they are in Washington beginning in late June, We 
would obviously limit these sessions to first and second 
key priority states. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 14 


Q/CUvo 

<X^~ 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


June 5, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


The purpose of this memorandum is to review for you some 
of the activities which took place at our recent Camp David 
meeting and to indicate the results flowing from the meeting. 

X had two goals in mind for the Camp David meeting: a) to 
make the Voter Bloc Directors feel more a part of the top- 
level campaign team and b) to bring closer together the 
Voter Bloc Director and his cbunterpart at the White House. 
Both of these goals were met. 

The meeting began at 4:00 p. m. on Thursday, May 25, with 
a presentation by Bill Novelli on advertising in the campaign. 
Bill began with an overall view of general advertising campaign 
strategy, then related the role of advertising to each of the 
voter bloc groups. Bill's presentation was outstanding and 
many of the subjects discussed evoked a great deal of dis- 
cussion from both the Voter Bloc Directors and the White 
House Project Managers. 

After dinner on Thursday evening, I conducted a lengthy 
discussion on field organization. Fred La Rue was our guest 
and he did a fine job. During the discussion period we zeroed 
in on some of the existing coordination problems between the 
Nixon field operation and the voter bloc activities. This was 
a very beneficial discussion period. 


H. R. HALDEMAN 
FRED MALEK' 



Results of Meeting at 
Camp David 
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On Friday morning. May 26, Ann Dore gave a presentation 
on the development of communication and press plans for 
the voter bloc groups. Since the development of an overall 
public relations program is the responsibility of the White 
House Project Manager, I used this opportunity to discuss 
the responsibilities of the Voter Bloc Directors and the 
Project Managers. We had a lengthy and very frank dis- 
cussion period and I identified some severe problems, and 
developed action steps to correct these problems. While 
some real weeknesses still exist, I feel the rote of the 
Director and Project Manager has now been clarified; and 
there is now greater understanding between these two groups. 

The second morning session dealt with administration efforts 
to support the reelection. Stan Anderson and Frank Herringer 
of my staff presented the various programs we have initiated 
to make the bureaucracy more responsive and to take ad- 
vantage of the incumbency to the maximum degree possible. 

In the afternoon session Jeb Magruder and I held a discussion 
on the overall campaign strategy. This session was par- 
ticularly helpful to both the Voter Bloc Directors and 
Project Managers. Each participant had an opportunity to 
ask questions and to comment- on the various topics as they 
were discussed. 

All in all this meeting was a huge success. Each participant 
now has a far better knowledge of the overall campaign direction 
as well as a better understanding of his responsibilities and 
those of his counterpart. Finally, it was a great morale boost 
for all participants, and their gratefulness was quite evident. 

Let me close by expressing my deep thanks to you for approving 
the use of Camp David. In light of the new policy, I am par- 
ticularly appreciative of your making this exception. I can 
assure you that it had exactly the desired effect and was 
enormously helpful. 


Attachments 
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ATTENDEES 



Alex Armendariz 
Mike Balzano 
Howard Cohen^?.;' 
Bud Evans :■ 

Larry Goldberg \ 
Paul Tones ' 

Bill Marumoto 
Frank Naylor 




Bill Rhatican 
Ken B:ietz 
Don BLogers 
Charles Shearer 
Dan Todd 
Clayton Yeutter 


" Spanish Speaking 
Ethnic 
• Youth ' r T 
Aging' 

Jewish , 

.Black 
' Spanish Speaking 
Veterans . 
Veterans 
Youth 
Labor 
Citizens 
Aging 

-Agriculture 


PARTICIPANTS 

V ~ t Stan Anderson- \ 
Ann Do re 
Frank Herringer : 
Fred La Rue 
Jeb Magruder 
. BUI Novelli 
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Malek Exhibit No. 15 

ADMINISTRATION EFFORTS IN 
SUPPORT OF THE RE-ELECTION 

• Potentially, one of our most significant advantages 
in the re-election effort is the incumbency - if it 
is used properly. 

• Consequently, several steps are being taken to 
ensure that the Executive Branch is as supportive 
as possible of the re-election effort. 

Some of you already know about Bill 
Gifford's excellent work on major grants. 
Other programs are under way to generally 
improve the responsiveness of the Executive 
Branch to political priorities; to ensure 
that the President is properly postured on 
key issues; and to fully utilize communica- 
tions and personnel resources. 

- Since each of these programs impacts to 

some extent on our campaign activities, 
thought it would be worthwhile to spend 
some time reviewing them with you. 
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GRANTS AND GENERAL RESPONSIVENESS - V 

• First, let's discuss the Grantsmanship program, and the closely 
related effort to generally improve the responsiveness of the 
Executive Branch to political priorities. 

• Grantsmanship was created to ensure that politically beneficial 
grants are channeled into high payoff areas. 

Bill Gifford of OMB is the key White House contact on 
this program. 

- The program has had . two principal thrusts: 

• In a one-shot effort, all major grants and con- 

02 - •> 3 ') 

struction decisions for next fiscal yearj^vere 

* reviewed prior to the finalization of the budgets 

to ensure that to the extent possible they impacted 
on politically beneficial areas. 

• On a continuing basis, as other grant opportunities 
come to our attention. Bill works with the depart- 
ments to ensure that, if possible, the decision is 
favorable to the re-election effort. 

• * While we were happy with the results achieved by the grants 

program, we recognized that we were only scratching the surface. 
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1f* b 

First, the continuing] program is completely dependent 
on us for ideas -- the Departments, who have the real 
knowledge of programs, play a passive role, reacting 
only to our requests. 

Second, there are a great many areas other than grants 
in which the Departments can be responsive -- • 

publicity and the use of Departmental speakers are two 
particularly important examples. 

To prod the Departments into acting on their own in grants and 
other areas, we have held meetings with each Cabinet Officer 
in which we havej 

Told him which states, counties and voting blocs we 
consider key. 

Asked him to review his Department's resources and 
planned activities with the objective of making G. 
positive impact on these by areas. 

- Asked him to sensitize his loyal appointees to the political 
priorities -- particularly in the Regions. 

- Finally, we asked for a brief plan describing what they 
intend to do, and told them that we would hold periodic review 
sessions to check on progress. 
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We believe this process will result in substantial benefits. 

. - It will force the Departments to think in terms of actions 

directly supportive of the re-election. - 

- It will ensure - that Departments have a common understanding 
of the political priorities as we see them. 

- It will establish a channel through which we can communicate 

to/ 

to the Departments as the campaign develops. 

This last part — the establishment of a communications channel -- 
is Ithe most important from our point of view at the campaign. 

Each of you should be alert to opportunities to utilize the resources 
of the incumbency jto improve our position with your constituent group. 
For example: awarding of a grant, announcing a new 
project, need for a speaker from a Department, etc. 

When you have a proposal, talk it over with Stan Anderson. 

To balance workloads, Stan and another member of my 
staff, Rob Davison, have divided responsibility for these 
requests^by Departments)^ but Stan should be the initial 
contact point. 

Stan (or Rob) will research the possibilities with the 
Departments and other concerned parties^ Tk****«'^ 
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If it is agreed that some action should be taken, and 
departmental action is required, Stan or Rob will talk 
to Bill Gifford, and he will work with the Departments to 
get them to act. 

In most cases, you should not be contacting the Departments 
directly -- it confuses them, and increases the danger of a leak. 
- Obvious exceptions: Yeutter and Todd. 


- 'ito 
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ISSUES 

& A third major program that is underway at the White House is the 

Issue Management program, concerned with (communicating the 
— President’s position on the key issues aBfaae^ea rly ac po&sih l je . . 

• Naturally, the first step in this program is to identify what the 

key issues are: 

- The President, John Ehrlichman, Chuck Colson, and 

others are putting their heads together, and examining 
polls, and defining a list -- not yet finalized, but one 
cut was: 

• Inflation 

o "Hie New Populism {big guy vs. little guy, taxes. 

bureaucracy) 
e j General Unrest 

• Busing 

• Drugs 

• Environment (Pollution) 

© Once this list of issues is refined, each issue will be assigned 

to a project manager, who will be responsible for developing a 
program to gain as much voter support for the President as 
possible on that issue. 

The project manager will form a team, including persons 
with substantive, communication^ and public relations 
responsibilities. 
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- Together, they will develop a plan consisting of: 

(1) An analysis of the issue and our position on it. 

(2) Specific objectives to be achieved. 

(3) A description of how the objectives are to be achieved. 

(4) A time table for completion of major tasks. 

- The plan will concentrate on communications: events 
for the President and First Family, development of a 
spokesman program, road shows, etc. 

As a group, we will have a mixed involvement in this program. 

- Many of the White House people here wilt be members of 
project teams. 

- Frank and I will keep close to the development of the 

position and plan on the various issues, and keep you 

plugged in where the interests of your constituent group 

CK/f, ■ ■ - - 

^ at stake. 
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PERSONNEL . 

• of you are familiar -with our ongoing personnel program 
under the direction of Dan Kingsley. 

© Placement of people can. certainly, be of benefit to us as the 

campaign develops. 

We have already solved several serious problems by 
placing people in full-time jobs outside of their state. 

This can only be done in high priority situations, but if 
you have one, let me know and we will see what we can do. 

© Part-time positions are more readily available. They come in two 

categories -- Presidential ^nd Departmental. 

* - Departmental are more numerous. 

• These are mostly honorary positions, but can have substantial 
stroking value. 

Placing a person on a board or a commission can give 
you credibility, or be the deciding factor in convincing 
someone to take on a major responsibility. 

• I would suggest that you give this possibility some thought, and 
try to come up with a list of ten or so persons from your group 


that you would like to see placed. 
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Perhaps the leader of a key organization -- we placed the 
President of Sons of Italy of Queens on a Traffic Safety- 
Board and he was ecstatic. 

When you have your list, send it to me, in priority order, with 
biographical data, and Dan will see where they fiti 
- All probably will not be placed, but we will do our best on 


the high priorities. 
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COMMUNICATIONS 

• A final program which may be of interest to you is Communications. 

We conducted a major study of Executive Branch Communica- 
tions about nine months, ago. 

- We found four major problems (almost universal). 

(1) President infrequently mentioned in news releases, speeches 

(2) No planning ahead. 

(3) Poor service to electronic media. 

(4) Poor relations with minority media. 

• In a report to the President, we recommended: 

(1) Increased highlighting of the President. 

(2) Improved facilities and people (Spotmaster s, etc. ). 

-- with background in minority media. 

(3) A planning and control system to ensure that they are doing what 
they should. 

• The report was accepted and implemented with spectacular results: 
a sevenfold increase in mentioning of the President in speeches and 
news releases since September (including Spotmaster feeds). 

• While this does not affect us directly, it may well help the President 


get re-elected. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 16 


- : 'ft- 


. "3 4-7 


MEMORANDUM FOR: - •-WC; 
FROM: - ; ;» •• 


*_•-■/•■ . June 7, 1972 

H. R. IIALDEMAN 
■ ' i ; FRED MALEK 


. - 5 ".' •»"*. { ..j - V. _ 


SUBJECT:--. - ^ es P° ns ' vene88 Program 

. ‘ " :V : ' ' — >■* ’ ^ ■* ^ ‘ ^ ~>£s ."-'»'* • -- - 

The purpose of the attached paper is to report progress on the Responsive- 
ness Program.'^ I -will submit further progress reports around the first 
of each month; *:••* ' < >. JS'-T--* 1 ' 

■ ".wL~svSi,-r^Sr% 




Attachment a 


/■_. ~r 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

EYES ONLY 

RESPONSIVENESS PROGRAM - PROGRESS REPORT 


This report is divided into three sections. The first describes institutional 
progress for the program in general. The second highlights the specific 
cases which have arisen as a result of the operation of the program. 
Finally, actions planned in June are summarized. 

INSTITUTIONAL PROGRESS • 


Thus far, the program is on schedule. I have now reviewed the program 
with each Cabinet Officer (except Rogers) and with the heads' of the key 
Agencies (ACTION, EPA, OEO, SBA, GSA, and VA). In each session the 
following was covered: 

— Emphasized need to make re-election support the top 

priority and the need to respond to requests in this regard 

Discussed which States, counties, and voting blocs are 
considered key and should be targeted by them 

Had them name a top official who would be the political 
contact for this program (generally the Under Secretary) 

Asked them to educate loyal appointees (including Regional 
Directors) as to priorities and expectations, thus forming 
. a political network in each Department 

Asked them to review all their resources and develop a 
plan for maximizing impact of these resources in key areas 

Indicated particular areas in their Departments that require 
special attention 

Established my office as the channel of communications wirh 
the campaign and stressed that we would work solely through 
Bill Gifford on grant requests 

In line with this last point, two members of my staff (Stan Anderson and Rob 
Davison) have been relieved of other responsibilities to concentrate on -his. 
They have now held follow-up meetings with the Secretary's designee in most 
Departments to discuss the program in more detail and begin development of 
the Department Action Plans. These sessions will be completed in the next 
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few weeks,..- Jh addition, I have field follow-up meetings with the top political 
appointees and with the Regional Directors in several Departments, I will 
hold additional meetings of this sort over the next few weeks. 

The response to date has been fairly good, particularly at the second. echelon. 
The' reaction of some in the Cabinet (e. g. , Romney and Hodgson) was that ' 
they were, of course, . already considering political ramifications and'there 
is little more that can be done. Our approach here is to concentrate on the 
Under Secretary and ether .Presidential appointees, wher e the job gets done 
anyhow. Others, such as "Volpe, Peterson, and' But z, have been quite, 
receptive and shouldbe real assets to the program. 

We have also briefed key people at 1701 on the program including John Mitchell 
: Each Voting ..Bloc Director and Political Coordinator has been asked to search 
his areas and develop ideas for projects with high political pay-off. 

-'In sum, we are now pretty much on track and have a political network, a 
receptive atmosphere, staff resources here, and 8 . system to make things 
happen. Let us now turn to the initial resulWTrom our first few weeks’ efforts 

' ‘ SPECIFIC ISSUES ‘ ' ^ 

In -spite -of the fact that we just completed our first discussions with. the Depart- 
ments, we already have dealt with twelve Responsiveness issues. All of them 
originated in the field and were channeled to us by the staff of the Committee 
jfbr the Re-Election of the President. A summary of the current status of 
the issues can be found in Tab A, and the key cases are outlined below: 

Three highly publicized Model Cities projects in the Mexican- 
American section of Los Angeles were not going to be funded 
because of lack of money and potential conflicts with the black 
leaders in Watts. The projects included a home for mentally . 
retarded children, a. Senior Citizens home, and a media vo- 
♦ * cational center. HUD has agreed to fund the projects and is 

fbrrauti&ng a plan so that it can be done without alienating., , . . . 
the. blacks. ... 

The Department of Labor ruled that Local 454 of the Dock and 
Wharf Builders Union in Philadelphia, whose steward is an 
active 'backer of this Administration, was not responsible for 
the illegal actions of its President. This action was requested 
. * by the . Pennsylvania Committee for the Re-Election of the Presi- 

dent,' and they report that this action had a very strong .impact 
on the local ethnic union members. 
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Most groups receiving funds under the Public Employment 
Program have been very concerned because the action year 
ends one week before the election. The fear in most big 
cities has been that there will be a large number of ad- 
ditional unemployed inner city residents on November l, 1972. 
Labor is verbally notifying key constituencies that the pro- 
grams will be refunded at this year's level. This action * 
is very important and should reduce possible tensions. 

We garnered from reliable sources in the Equal Employ - 
ment Opportunity Commission that the Commission was 
preparing to sue the University of Texas for discrimination 
in the hiring of faculty. This could be disastrous in Texas. 

When queried. Bill Brown, C hairman of EEOC, agreed not 
to pursue it. I will continue to follow this situation closely. 

~~ The Department of Labor was asked to award a $2. 2 million 
migrant labor program contract in Texas to a pro- Admin- 
istration group. Labor had already publicly committed 
itself to a consortium of anti- Administration OEO/ CAP 
agencies. La bor has reversed its, stand. 

As yoik can see, the issues handled to date have been reactive ones in which 
we have been called upon to solve specific problems. About half of them have 
been important issues that will impact upon special interest groups in key 
counties. The remainder have not fallen within our political guidelines. They 
received courtesy consideration. 

FURTHER ACTIONS 

During June the following actions are planned: 

1* Follow up further with each Department and Agency in the 
development of their action plans. Review these plans and 
make modifications where appropriate. 

2. Hold additional meetings with top political appointees and 
groups of Regional Directors to acquaint them with the 
priorities and ask them to take actions to meet these 
priorities. 

3. ' Intensify our work with people at 1701, searching for the 

most advantageous projects. Particular emphasis will be 
placed on voter blocs in key areas (e. g. , Chicanos in Texas). 

In addition each Department and Agency will continue to receive updated 
political information from members of my staff as it is developed at 1701. 

I anticipate that in the future, the Departments will be able to deal with many 
of the issues before they reach the problem stage. This should permit them 
to play a more active and forceful role in the future. 

You will receive our next monthly status report the week of July 2, 1^72. 



8384 


HUD - 1 


HUD - 2 


HUD - 3 


DOL-1 


DOL-Z 


RESPONSIVENESS PROGRAM 
Week Ending June 2, ‘72 


William Meehan, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; requested 3/29/72. 
William Meehan, Republican ward leader in Philadelphia, has 
requested that his Democratic counterpart, Michael Stack, be prohibited 
from receiving the substantial compensation he earns as a fee attorney 
for Fannie May. The impact of such action would not be of great 
benefit to the re-election. It is not possible for us to significantly 
change Mr. Stack's earnings as he is a close friend of Congress- 
man Barrett, a member of the key HUD committee that appro- 
priates funds for Fannie May. 

Neighborhood Development Program, Cleveland Ohio; 
requested 5/4/72. Mayor Perk has requested the West Central 
Neighborhood Development Program Area be funded for $10 
million. The Administration would receive little benefit from 
funding a new town in Cleveland's inner city. HUD has contem- 
plated removing all funds from the City because of discriminatory 
housing regulations. This action has been stopped and HUD 
and Perk will be discussing specific problems in this regard 
within the next three weeks. 

Model Cities, Los Angeles, California; requested 4/28/72 . 

Lyn Nofziger requested that three highly publicized Model Cities 
projects in East-Northeast Los Angeles (Mexican-Amer ican) 
be funded for $2 million without alienating the leaders of 
Watts (Black). There is great potential for the Administration 
if the projects are funded as stated. The probability of meeting 
the request is high. HUD is preparing an action plan for funding 
the projects without causing tension in Watts. 

Local 454, Dock and Wharf Builders, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania , 
requested 5/10/72. Herman Bloom, Spector's assistant at the 
Pa. CRP requested that the subpeonaed records of Local 454 
be returned. The Business Agent of the Union is a Republican 
supporter and could be very helpful to the Administration in 
impacting the blue collar vote in a key county. The books were 
returned on 5/23/72 and the Union given a clean bill of health. 

Recreational Support Program, Cleveland, Ohio; requested 5/4/72. 
Maypr Perk requested that $354, 000 be given to the City for its 
summer recreation program. The program is designed to impact 
inner city residents, and thus does not fall within our political 
guidelines. Parts of Perk's request are outside the scope of 
DOL's program, therefore the City will receive only $164, 000. 



8385 


DOL- 3 Neighborhood Youth Corps, Cleveland, Ohio; requested 5/4/72. 

Mayor Perk requested that his office, as opposed to the City 
School Board, be given the responsibility for overall management 
and fiscal control of this program. The program hires inner 
city youth for summer jobs and would have no special impact on 
the re-election. Perk has been told by DOL that he can have the 
responsibility if he wants it. He is now reconsidering hi. s request, 
given minimal benefits for a great deal of work. 

DOL-4 Public Employment Program, Cleveland, Ohio; requested 5/4/72, 

Mayor Perk requested that the program be refunded for $6.5 miLlion 
in the next action year. There would be very little additional 
impact by creating additional jobs for inner city wo rkers, but 
there could be significant negative impact if the existing jobs 
were not refunded ($3 million). DOL told Perk that the program 
would be refunded at $3 million; he seemed pleased. 

DOL-5 Public Employment Program, California; requested 5/10/72. 

Lyn Nofziger requested $2. 1 million in additional PEP funds 
for this action year to hire and reward 225 minorities (blacks) 
who have supported the Administration. The potential of the 
program is low to medium, given that the people to be rewarded 
do not represent voting blocs that we could significantly impact. 
However, rewarding them might ease some existing black 
tensions. It is doubtful if there are any remaining funds for 
this action year, although DOL is checking. Nofziger was told 
that the program will be refunded at this year's level. 


DOL-6 Migrant Program, Texas; requested 5/24/72. 

Senator Tower's office requested that the $2. 2 million migrant 
worker program grant be given to the pr o-Administration 
Lower Rio Grande Valley Development Council as opposed to 
the consortium of OEO CAP agencies. DOL has already announced 
that the OEO groups have the best proposal. If the Development 
Council were to receive the grant, there would be a significant 
plus for the Administration, as OEO's negative voice would be 
silenced, and the Council's positive feelings towards the Adminis- 
tration could be stressed. DOL has told Tower, that the grant will 
be awarded to Tower's choice. Tower will confirm his decision 
this week. 



SBA-1 


EEOC-1 


DOT-1 


District Director, SBA, Los Angeles, California; requested 5/26/72. 
Lyn Nofziger requested that Hilliard Ham, a black newspaper 
publisher, be named District Director, SBA, Los Angeles, If 
appointed, the potential impact is low, as Ham does not represent 
a key California constituency. Seventeen of the California Congress- 
men have agreed that the job must be filled by someone meeting 
all the substantive qualifications. Ham did not qualify. SBA may 
create a highly visible job for Ham in the Regional office that 
better suits Ms background. SBA will let us know prior to June 9. 

EEOC suit of The University of Texas. 

Senator Tower was informed by Vice Chairman Holcomb that 
Ed Pena, Director of Compliance, had recommended to 
Bill Brown that EEOC sue The University of Texas. ' Brown 
appeared to agree. If such a suit took place, the result would 
be a serious negative impact in a key state. Brown denies that 
the suit is under consideration. This should be followed care- 
fully. 

Interstate 90, Cleveland, Ohio; requested 5/4/72. 

Mayor Perk requested that we expedite construction of Interstate 
90 within the City of Cleveland. Undersecretary Beggs, the 
Secretary's designee, has been to busy with TRANSPO to 
discuss the issue. Meeting scheduled week of June 5. 
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Malek exhibit No. 16-A 

March 29, 1972 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Frederic V. Malek 


FROM: 


Harry S. Flemming 



Our Pennsylvania Committee for the Re-£lection of the President 
has brought to our attention that Michael Stack, a Democrat Hard 
Leader, last year earned $58,000 in mortgage foreclosurer from 
Fannie May. Mr. Stack happens to be the ward leader in the same 
ward as William Austin Meehan, who is the Republican leader in 
Philadelphia. Meehan can't understand why the type of work that 
Stack is doing has to be given to a Democrat ward leader who 
is working against our interests. Perhaps a qualified Republican 
could be found who could handle Fannie May business in that 
particular area. Any help your office can give rectifying this 
situation would be helpful. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 17 

E |V7' 

COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

MEMORANDUM 

May 1, 1972 

TO FRED MALEK 

FROM AL KAUPINEN 

SUBJECT LABOR PROBLEM IN PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Herman Bloom, Arlen Specter’s assistant with the Committee for the 
Re-election of the President in Pennsylvania, has had some problems with 
the Department of Labor. Could someone in your office call Herman Bloom 
to assist him with this problem. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 18 

AFFIDAVIT 

I, William H. Brown III, of the District of Columbia, depose and say: 

1. That I am the Chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission and have served in that capacity since May 6, 1969; 

2. That as a member of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 

I have the authority to file "Commissioner Charges" against any respondent 
who may have violated Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended by 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972; 

3. That the confidentiality provisions contained in Sections 706 and 709 of 
Title VII, prohibit any officer or employee of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (including myself) from making "public in any manner whatsoever 
any information obtained by the Commission pursuant to its authority. ..." 

4. That because of the above-referred to confidentiality provisions, I am 
prevented from making public information regarding a specific respondent or 


potential respondent; 
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5. That this affidavit is addressed to certain questions raised by members 
of the Senate Committee regarding a proposed Commissioner Charge against 

a certain respondent; 

6. That the question has been asked as to whether or not any White House 
staff person or any member of Congress or their staff ever requested that I 
not sign a particular Commissioner Charge; that the answer is an unqualified 
No; and that any suggestion to the contrary is untrue; 

7. That an inquiry was made some time in early 1972 whether the Commission 
had instituted suit against this certain respondent; that I do not recall whether the 
request for information came from a White House staff person or from a Congres- 
sional staff member; that I advised the caller that we had not instituted suit and 
could not under the law since the respondent could only be sued by the Department 
of Justice; that I further advised the caller that to my knowledge no charges were 
pending against this respondent; that our Commission could receive charges, make 
an investigatory finding of cause, attempt conciliation and if it failed, refer the 
matter to the Attorney General for suit to be instituted; 

8. That the records of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission show 
that a letter was received from a Spanish speaking organization requesting an 
investigation of this respondent; that at the time the letter was received, the 
amendment giving the Commission jurisdiction over this respondent had not 
become law; that after the effective date of the amendment, I did receive a request 
to sign a Commissioner Charge against the respondent; that a note written by me 
requested the charge be held until the Commission could determine if the organ- 
ization contacting us would file a charge on behalf of those persons they felt had 
been discriminated against; and that my note indicated that I felt the case could be 
stronger with them listed as charging party (copy of note attached as Exhibit A). 


- 2 - 
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9. That my files reflect nothing farther was done in this matter and that 
the charge remained unsigned in my files; that I was unaware that the unsigned 
charge was in my files until the inquiry by the staff members of this Committee. 

10. That at no time was I told or requested not to sign a Commissioner 
Charge either by a member of the White House staff or a Member of Congress 
or their staff; and that at no time did I ever refuse to sign a Commissioner 
Charge or conduct an investigation because of outside influences; and 

11. That while all five Commissioners are permitted to bring Commissioner 
Charges against a respondent covered under the Act, I believe the fact is that 
during my tenure I have signed more Commissioner Charges than the other four 
Commissioners combined; and that the log which has been furnished the 
Committee contains three Commissioner Charges assigned to me. 

I have read the above statement consisting of three pages and it is true and 
correct to the best of my recollection and belief. 






■/S, /?7? 


- 3 - 
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EXHIBIT "A" 


Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
NOTES FROM THE CHAIRMAN 


TOi 


DATE: 
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Malek Exhibit No. 19 

AFFIDAVIT 
OF JOHN E. CLARKE 


STATE OF FLORIDA ) 

) s.s. 

COUNTY OF DADE ) 

I, -JOHN E. CLARKE, being v first duly sworn, hereby state: 

When Fred Malek moved from the White House Staff to the Committee to 
Re-elect the President, (CRP) , sometime in July of 1972, Dan Kingsley took 
over Malek's responsibility in: the personnel area for the White House and 
asked me to assume responsibility for liason between the White House and 
half the departments and agencies of the federal government. In addition 
to my liason responsibilities, I was. also to continue recruiting for 
Presidential appointees and assume responsibility for the Responsiveness 
Program. 

Responsiveness was conceived either by Bob Haldeman or Fred Malek but I 
am not sure which one. I do not believe the President knew of its existence 
as I never heard that the President was ever aware of the Program. 

I had no real knowledge of or participation in the initial discussions 
which formed the genesis for the Responsiveness Program. However, when I became 
active in the Program, I was given responsibility for a number of departments 
and agencies and Rob Davison had responsibility for other departments and 
agencies. Included under my responsibility was Office of Economic Opportunity 
(OEC) , Office of Minority Business Enterprise (OMBE) , Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) and General Services Administration (GSA) . My responsibility 
was to assure that the Administration was getting credit for what the Executive 
Branch was doing. Responsiveness, in essence, was our effort to stimulate the 
bureaucrats to performing their jobs in a timely and expeditious manner. For 
example, EDA would never mention the President in its news releases and it was 
my responsibility to correct that ridiculous oversight. Unfortunately, I cannot 
recall any specific Responsiveness Programs relative to OEO or OMBE. 


32-818 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 15 
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The Responsiveness Program generated activity with architectural engineering 
contract awards by GSA. When contract awards were to be made, which are 
non-bid awards, the Architectural Engineering Contract Award Board would select 
3 to 5 firms who were technically qualified to fulfill the contract and these 
firms were recommended to GSA. I would then be contacted by Larry Rousch of 
the GSA and Rousch would give me the names of the firms who were being considered 
for an award. I would. call Lee Nunn at the Finance Committee to Re-elect 
the President (FCRP) and ask Nunn if the Committee had any preference as to 
which of the firms should receive the award. It is my understanding that Nunn 
would then check with various sources on the Hill as well as other. political 
sources who might be affected by the contracts to be awarded and ascertain 
whether or not there was any preference as to the award. In a day or two, 

Nunn would call me and state that there was no preference, if there was none, 
or indicate which firm was preferred if they had a preference. I would relay 
the message to Rousch at GSA. In relaying the message to Rousch, at no time 
did I indicate anything other than a preference. This is the extent of ray 
knowledge as to what action was taken on the preferences and there was no 
structured followup to see whether or not the contract was actually awarded to 
any particular firm. On occasion, I did ask out of curiosity, whether a par- 
ticular recommendation had been followed, but usually Rousch would not know. 

I also recall two specific instances in which Senators Tower and Javits expressed 
some opinion relative to a contract award by GSA. That opinion was relayed to 
me by Nunn and I passed it on to Rousch at GSA. I do not know whether the 
Tower and Javits preferences were given the contracts. On occasion, I believe 
two occasions to be exact, I was asked by Lee Nunn whether it would be possible 
to recommend another architectural engineering firm to GSA other than the firms 
suggested by the Architectural Engineering Award Board. I investigated this 
possibility with Rousch but determined that the process involved was too cumbersome 
to be practical. It would have required the Architectural Engineering Awards 
Board starting all over again in order to include an additional firm. The idea 
was dropped. 
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The entire Responsiveness Program received perhaps 10% of ray time and, 
in fact, I never really took it very seriously. During the course of the two 
or three months that I handled part of this Program, I doubt that I had more 
than 8 or 10 GSA contract awards. 

The Responsiveness Program contact at 0E0 was Stanley Armstrong. However, 
since he was fairly new, I had very few dealings with him. Those that I did 
have were limited to news releases and inquiries relative to the status of grants. 
As I mentioned, I cannot recall any specifics nor was I ever asked to push any 
projects with 0E0 or any other department or agency for that matter. 

The Responsiveness contact at EDA and 0MB E was Cal Collier. I recall 
speaking with Cal on several occasions, admonishing him of the Administration's 
desire that the announcments for the awarding of grants be made prior to the 
election whenever possible. In fact, when. all is said and done, this is what 
the Responsiveness Program was all about — to get the bureaucracy to get the 
job done. 

It is my understanding that the Responsiveness Program made some attempts 
to pick out key political areas to receive grants. However, I have no knowledge 
of who did this or how it was done. Rob Davison, in conjunction with Bill 
Gifford, was responsible for the grants operation. I was only vaguely aware of 
the specifics of his activities and I never met with or discussed any grants 
with Bill Gifford. Regarding documents or memoranda relative to the Responsiveness 
Program, I saw one or two progress reports but did not help prepare these reports. 

I reported to Rob Davison on what items had come up during the month in the 
departments or agencies assigned to me. Davison would prepare a, memo which was 
really a progress report. I believe one of these reports was signed by Dan 
Kingsley but I am not sure. I never saw any documents from the agencies relative 
to their plans for implementing the Responsiveness Program. However, I do 
believe that such documents did exist. 

Dan Kingsley's activity in the Responsiveness Program was almost totally 
non-existent and primarily a protocol-related rather than a substantative 
administration of the Program. The day to day operation of the program was 
primarily the responsibility of Davison, myself and, I believe, Bill Gifford. 
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The Responsiveness Program files and memoranda were turned over to 
Dan Kingsley and burned at his request. Kingsley contacted me. either directly 
or through his secretary some time in September or October and asked me to 
deliver my single file folder containing the 15 or 20 . Responsiveness records 
that I had»to his office for destruction. Included in my records was a one-page 
hand written list of 8 or 10 GSA contract awards, numerous news releases from 
EDA, OMBI and 0E0. I assume that the files were destroyed because of their 
politically sensitive nature if taken out of context. 

At no time did I personally commit an illegal or unethical act while 
in the employee of the Federal government. None of the activities of the 
Responsiveness Program that I am aware of, were in any way, shape or form 
illegal or unethical. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT. 




^fOHN E. CLARKE 


Subscribed and sworn to before me at Miami, Dade County, 
Florida, this /L ^~ day of November, 1973. 


(SEAL) 



My commission expires: 

HMJUB FUKIC STAIt OF FlO"»* WJJj* 

W COMMISSION SXFUSS SAF. 

#£(0 THSU OSNSSAl INSUAANCA 
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Malek Exhibit No. 20 

AFFIDAVIT OF LARRY F ■ ROUSH 

AFFIANT LARRY F. ROUSH, first sworn, deposes and says 
as follows. 


1. Enquiry has been made of me as to my knowledge of 
a "proposed responsiveness program." 

2. My first knowledge of the possibility of such a 
program occurred in July 1972 when Stan Anderson, then of the 
White House Staff, briefed me. 

3. Shortly thereafter Mr. Anderson left the White 
House Staff. 

4. Further communication relating to the program was 
from Mr. John Clarke, then of the White House Staff. Mr. Clarke 
appeared to perform his duties differently from Mr. Anderson 
and the "responsiveness program" as described by Mr. Anderson 
was not implemented in any discussion to which I was a party. 

5.1 answered communications forwarded to me by Mr. 
Clarke or prepared or supervised preparation of responses. 

These communications related to personnel matters or to 
recommendations for possible selection of architectural firms. 

6. With respect to the latter, from time to time I 
called Mr. Clarke and provided him with a list of architectural 
firms recommended by the Public Advisory Panel as being highly 
qualified for a particular project. Mr. Clarke then would call 
me and advise me whether he had a recommendation from among 
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those firms. Sometimes he had a single recommendation, sometimes 
several, sometimes none. Sometimes he communicated Senators' 
recommendations . Mr. Clarke's recommendations were accorded 
considerable weight. They were not always followed. 

7. No reporting system was established to inform Mr. 
Clarke of a selection. On occasion he would call to enquire. 

8. In November or December 1972 the foregoing 
procedure, such as it was, fell in disuse. At about that time 
Mr. Clarke left the White House Staff. 



District of Columbia ] 

City of Washington ] 

Subscribed and sworn to me before me, a notary public, 
this day of November, 1973. 




Notary Public 


My commission expi res /</, /f? 
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Malek Exhibit No. 21 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF RICHARD A. GOLDSTEIN 

RICHARD A. GOLDSTEIN, being first duly sworn, hereby 
deposes and says: 

1. From October of 1970 through March 1973, I served 
as Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, Richard C. Van Dusen. 

2. I first met Robert v. ("Rob") Davidson at the end 
of 1971 or the early part of 1972 in a meeting with Under 
Secretary Van Dusen. 

3. At that meeting, Mr. Davidson identified himself 
as working on Fred Malek' s staff at the White House. During 
the course of this meeting, Mr. Davidson described how the 
White House desired to develop a network among the agencies 
in order that they might be more responsive to White House 
requests during the upcoming months. Mr. Davidson identified 
this effort as the "Responsiveness Program" . In the course 
of that meeting. Under Secretary Van Dusen told Mr. Davidson 
that he should contact me in regard to any requests he might 
have that involved the Department of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment . 
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4. Over the next several months Mr. Davidson called 
me on approximately 20 to 25 occasions requesting information 
and favorable action regarding project applications pending 
with the Department. On those occasions I provided Mr. 
Davidson with a status report on the specific project. The 
projects were identified by number, name and location, how- 
ever, X have no recollection at this time of any specific 
project which Mr. Davidson inquired about, save for the Los 
Angeles Model Cities Program discussed infra , paragraph 7. 
None of those projects, however, received favored treatment 
by the Department as a result of Mr. Davidson's intervention. 

5. Sometime in the suitaner of 1972, after Mr. Malek 
had left the White House staff to join the Committee to 
Reelect the President, I received a telephone call from 

Mr. Davidson in the course of which he asked that the Depart- 
ment set aside approximately $2-3 million that could be used 
in the State of California as part of the Responsiveness Pro- 
gram. Under Mr. Davidson's proposal, an individual whom the 
White House would designate, but who would not be an employee 
of the Department of Housing and Urban Development with an 
appropriate delegation of authority from the Secretary, would 



8401 


make the decision as to how those monies were to be committed, 
i.e., which cities and towns in California would receive those 
funds. I told Mr. Davidson that in my judgment such a pro- 
gram did not make sense; that it sounded illegal and certainly 
improper and that I felt confident that HUD would not parti- 
cipate in such a program. I further told Mr. Davidson that 
if he wanted a decision from a higher authority I would take 
the matter up with Under Secretary Van Dusen. Mr. Davidson 
suggested that I do that. At the conclusion of my conversa- 
tion with Mr. Davidson, I spoke with Under Secretary Van Dusen 
about this matter . He agreed and told me that HUD would in 
no way participate in such a program. 

6. On one occasion, Mr. Davidson called to solicit 
the Department ' s assistance with regard to a Mr. Stack from 
Philadelphia whom Mr. Davidson said was receiving substantial 
business as a fee attorney from the Federal National Mortgage 
Association. It was my impression that Mr. Davidson sought 
to affect Mr. Stack's compensation because of Mr. Stack's 
political affiliations. I believe I told Mr. Davidson at 
that time that the Federal National Mortgage Association was 
not a part of the Department of Housing and Urban Development 



8402 


and, therefore, the Department was not really in a position 
to take any action against Mr. Stack even if it were predis- 
posed to do so. The Department took no action with respect 
to this matter as a result of Mr. Davidson's request. 

7. On several occasions, Mr. Davidson called request- 
ing a status report regarding the Los Angeles Model Cities 
*/ 

Program. As I recall, Mr. Davidson's interest in the Los 
Angeles Model Cities Program centered on the prospects of 
funding three specific projects in the Mexican-American 
community: (1) a Comprehensive Facilities Program, (2) 

a Senior Citizens' Building, and (3) a Community Media 
Educational Center. Mr. Davidson explained to me that it 
was politically desirable to satisfy the requests of the 
Mexican-American Community. On those occasions when 
Mr. Davidson would inquire I routinely called Mr. Robert H. 
Baida, the Department's Regional Administrator for Region IX 
which includes the State of California, and asked for a 
status report on those projects. At no time did I ask 

My recollection concerning this matter is extremely vague 
due to the fact that I was not involved in an earlier discus- 
sion between Under Secretary Van Dusen and a member of the 
White House Staff (not Mr. Davidson) during which the initial 
request for information regarding these projects was made. 
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Mr. Baida to take any action with respect to those projects 
other than to inquire from the responsible City officials 
regarding their status in the Model cities program. After 
receiving a status report from Mr. Baida, I would tele- 
phone it to Mr. Davidson. As a result of a request made of 
me on October 31, 1973, by Mr. James Hamilton, Assistant 
Chief Counsel, Senate Committee on Presidential Campaign 
Activities, I contacted Mr. Baida to determine whether any 
or all of these three projects had been funded. On October 31, 
1973, I spoke with Mr. Baida. At that time, Mr. Baida told 
me that he had no knowledge as to whether or not the projects 
had been funded but that he would find out and let me know. 
During that conversation, Mr. Baida reminded me that under 
the Model cities Program HUD did not fund any specific pro- 
jects; rather, HUD made money available to the community and 
the decision as to which projects were funded was made by 
the local community, not by HUD. Mr. Baida called me back 
on November 7, 1973, and provided me with the following in- 
formation on the three proposed Mexican-American projects in 
the Model Cities Program: 

"In April of 1972, HUD advised the mayor of Los 

Angeles that there were sufficient funds in the 
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Model Cities program to fund those three projects 
if the City wanted to re-program the funds. The 
mayor wrote back saying he didn't want to re- 
program the funds from the Black community to 
the Spanish-American community, but rather, he 
wanted additional money for the three projects. 

In May of 1972, HUD replied that no additional 
funds would be provided but authority would be 
granted for re-programming the funds . 

The City ultimately did re-program funds for the 
Comprehensive Facilities Program and the Senior 
Citizens' Building and money was expended for plans 
and specifications. However, prior to construction 
HUD imposed a freeze on all construction in the 
Los Angeles program until the City created a resi- 
dent employment program for the benefit of minor- 
ities. This freeze is still operative. 

The City did not re-program any funds for the Com- 
munity Media Center." 

On November 7 or 8, this information was communicated to 

Mr. Hamilton in the course of a telephone conversation with 

my counsel, Mitchell Rogovin. 



- . r 

Subscribed and Sworn to this " day of November, 

1973, by Richard A. Goldstein before me. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 22 


t Ul 4 

'ct 1 


t ;-;2-eI*'irson • 
he President 


rrrir.’SYlVAlilA AVI Nllt. H.W., WAiHIUGlON, 


2GD06 (202} 333-3C20 


October 9, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE*! 
FROM: ALEX ARMEN DAE£$^^, 
SUBJECT: ZAVALA COUNTY GRANT 


RXC MALEK 


Since you may be called for an opinion on the subject grant, 
changes made by McGovern, and wisdom of au/override, here is some 
background for your information. 

Now that it has taken place, it is important for political reasons 
that Phillip Sanchez' override prevails over Govern Preston Smith's 
yeto of the Zavala County Health Corporation grant. It is my 
’understanding that this is a good program. The grant is for Crystal 
City, the heartland of La Raza Unida, the recognized Mexican American 
third party in Texas. Raza Unida effectively took over the local 
government in Crys-tal City by fielding and supporting their own 
candidates. This year, they have 22 candidates on the ballot in 
Texas, and are also running in four other states. All Federal fund- 
ing activity in the Crystal City vicinity will be watched closely 
'by Raza Unida leadership and interpreted in purely political terms. 

At present. La Raza Unida is not fielding a candidate for the President, 
but is focusing on local races instead. By steering a middle course 
yin this Presidential race they are able to criticize both parties 
while using their potential endorsement as a bargaining tool. Party 
leader Jose Angel Gutierrez is advising his people not to vote for 
the President, but it is clear his position could change at any time. 

.Should the poll gap tighten in Texas, the neutrality of La Raza Unida 
■ will be important. Our studies indicate that there is 70 percent 
;approval of Raza Unida among Mexican American in Texas. The fact that 
;there are about 1 million political Mexican American voters in Texas 
and that Humphrey won that state in 1968 by only 38,000 votes, sub- 
stantiate the possible importance of La Raza Unida neutrality in 
this election. 

We have no way of publicly supporting this group without antagonizing 
Republicans and making La Raza Unida look as though they had sold out. 

At the same time, neither do we want to antagonize Raza Unida supporters 
and drive them back to their old positions as Democrat voters. The 
Zavala County grant provides us with an opportunity to support 
the party indirectly in a positive and legitimate manner. Such an 
action is likely to strengthen their position of neutrality which 
is so politically beneficial to us. • *. 
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Malek Exhibit No. 23 

C\no 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

VMS HINGTON 


CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM 
SUBJECT: 


June 15, 1972 


FRED MALEK 


JOHN clar; 




Black VoterField Plan (attached) 


Per our conversation, attached is the final plan as we discussed. 

Please note that I have reduced the field organization down to the 
city level and placed heavy emphasis on Black Leaders Committees 
and coordination with the Nixon organization. 

I have talked with Bob Brown and Stan Scott regarding their roles 
in Special Projects /Speakers Bureau and PR, respectively. Bob 
is handling the planning and scheduling of Black appointees and has 
hired a full time girl to handle that aspect of the Speakers Bureau. 
He is also handling other Special Projects relating to OEO, SBA, 
IIUD, etc. Stan is responsible for developing a PR game plan for 
Blacks and hopes to continue using John Calhoun from Action to 
handle the implementation. Based on my conversations, I see no 
need to add to those organizations at present, with the possible 
exception of hiring Calhoun for the Campaign Committee. 

The entire plan has been discussed with Ed Sexton and he agrees 
totally. He has several candidates in mind for Field Coordinators 
so I have left out any specific recommendations as to people. Ed 
is also developing a specific plan for a so called Truth Squad utiliz- 
ing approximately five elected Black officials as a traveling team. 

I have talked with Paul Jones and Ken Rietz regarding the youth 
proposal. They are going to meet with Robert Brown of Shaw 
University and develop a boiled down version that is realistic 
in terms of money and organization. I will keep you posted. 

If you agree with the plan, I suggest you meet with Sexton as soon 
as possible to discuss his role and work out an/ remaining details. 


Please let me know. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The attached plan is a strategy for the development, organization 
and implementation of an effective field operation for securing a 
significant' number of Black votes for the President. The plan 
only concentrates on the field operation since that is where the 
voters are located. 

The plan places heavy emphasis on the selection of key personnel 
immediately. If this is not done then no plan will accomplish what' 
the President needs in the key cities and states. 

The plan makes some specific recommendations regarding field 
organization and personnel. It also discusses how each area of 
the organization is to function, its specific responsibilities and 
duties, and assigns target dates for accomplishing the overall plan. 


SPECIFIC PLAN 

Attached at Tab A is a ! proposed organization chart covering the 
field organization. It is essential that the field organization be 
sufficiently detailed to enable each coordinator to cover a manage- 
able unit where he would be most familiar and effective. 

Black Vote Chairman 

Paul Jones is currently in charge of the entire Black vote effort. 

He is not knowledgeable in politics but, if backed up by profes- 
sionals, can continue to occupy the role of front man. Due to his 
political naivete, it is essential that a strong organization be re- 
cruited to support his efforts and really get things done. This 
organization should include a man to head up all Field Operations. 

Field Operations Manager ( 1 ) 

Attached at Tab B is the resume on Edward Sexton whom I strongly 
'-recommend for this position. He has excellent credentials in poli- 
tics, has organized politically, knows numerous black leaders and 
would be available. His present activity at the RNC can be com- 
bined with the Field Operations role. 
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These committees would be responsible for recruiting volunteers 
in their area, establishing an organization of workers throughout 
their area, implementing plans and programs and generally reach- 
ing the Black voters throughout the city. 

These committee members should be prime movers in their com- 
munities and would have direct responsibility for establishing credible 
local headquarters, reaching the voters through speakers, literature, 
polling and canvassing, telephoning and all the techniques of door to 
door and people to people campaigning. 

All of the above activities must be closely coordinated with other 
members of the Nixon Campaign team at the State, City and local 
levels. 

At the present time I see the need for twenty-three City Coordin- 
ators. This number could change as more up to date polling becomes 
available. The number of committees depends upon the Black vote 
concenti*ations in each city. In some cities - like Hartford, Connect- 
icut - one would be sufficient. In a city like New York - perhaps we 
would need three or four. 

Summary 

This plan does not formally recommend the establishment of an 
organization below the city level. However, through the City Co- 
ordinators, the Black Leaders Committees and the regular Nixon 
organization, I visualize this being accomplished. If the City 
Coordinators select the right committee members we should be 
able to reach voters at the lowest level of organization. 


SPECIAL ACTIVITIES 


Grants and Government Resources 


At the present time, Bob Brown and his staff are handling the grants 
activity. To date, they have identified all Blacks who are receiving, 
or have received, money from this Administration. These recipients 
are being utilized as a source of campaign contributions and volun- 
teers and as a vehicle for getting our appointees invited to various 
Black events as speakers and participants. They also form an excel- 
lent group of visible Blacks and they arc being used to reach the voters 
in their u fca-a influence. 
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The responsibility of the Field Operations Manager would be to 
develop and implement all programs and plans for field operations. 

He would travel to the key states and cities assisting in setting up 
the field organization in all areas. (See Tab C for list of key cities 
and states). He would work closely with the Field Coordinators arid 
State Black Vote Chairmen to set up the organization below those 
levels. He would also assist in the recruitment and training of 
volunteers at all levels who would disseminate information, identify 
voters and get out the vote. Finally, he would be held accountable 
for the success or failure of the field operation. This man would 
report to Paul Jones on paper but really to Fred Malek. 

In order for Ed to function effectively it is imperative that Paul 
be completely informed as to his responsibilities relative to Ed. 

If Paul does not cooperate and allow Ed to produce, then the organ- 
ization will fail. I strongly recommend that Malek have a "heart 
to heart" with Paul. 

The Field Operations Manager should be hired no later than the 
end of June. 

Field Coo r dinators (2) 

The Field Operations Manager, in conjunction with Paul Jones and 
Fred Malek, should immediately select two Field Coordinators. 

These men should have had excellent political experience and be 
skilled at organizing and directing the activities of others. The 
Field Coordinators should be selected by the Field Operations 
Manager since he would know the kind of people needed. Ed Sexton 
could accomplish this task quickly but Fred Malek must approve 
them before they are hired. 

The Field Coordinators and the Field Operations Manager would each 
be responsible for certain key states and cities (see Tab D). They 
would work directly with the State Black Vote Chairmen and the mem- 
bers of the Nixon Campaign team in setting up the organization, 
recruiting and training of volunteers and implementing plans, pro- 
grams and projects. The Coordinators would be responsible to the 
Field Operations Manager. They could also employ special consult- 
ants on an as needed basis with the Field Operations Manager's 
approval. 

These men should be hired by the end of June and the Field Operations 
•.Manager should make the selections with Fred Malek' s approval. 


32-18 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 16 
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State Black Vote Chairmen and Black Advisory Committees 

It is absolutely' essential that these positions be filled by the end 
of June. Their selection in each key state should be the first 
order of business for the Field Coordinators and the Field Opera- 
tions Manager; The Nixon State Campaign Managers should not be 
asked to do the recruiting! This should be handled by the Black 
Vote Chairmen, the Field Operations Manager and the Field Coord- 
inators. They should, however, be cleared with the Managers and 
report to them on a day to day basis. All State Chairmen will be 
volunteers; however, some key states will have paid Executive 
Directors. 

State Black Vote Chairmen should be selected for the Southern 
States. These men will be volunteers and, by working closely with 
the Nixon Campaign Manager, could be prime movers in establish- 
ing a network of volunteers to blanket the South. We have a real 
opportunity to influence large numbers of southern Black voters 
but this will depend on how agressively we move at selecting chair- 
men and the quality of the selections. Again, the Field Operations 
Manager would be invaluable in this activity. 

Finally, each State Black Vote Chairman should select an active 
committee of State Black leaders to assist him throughout the state. 
The members should .be highly visible and respected Black leaders 
and charged with the responsibility for reaching the Black voters. 
These committees are critically important only in the South as we 
have no plans, at present, to establish a formal organization below 
the State level. 

City Coordinators (23) and Black Leaders Committees 

Each key city should have a coordinator jointly selected by the State 
Black Vote Chairman, his Field Coordinator and the Nixon Campaign 
Chairman. He would be responsible for generally supervising all 
activities in his city by closely coordinating with the Nixon City 
Chairman. Each City Coordinator must, in conjunction with his 
superiors, select active committees of Black leaders to assist him 
in each major black area of his city.. For example -- in Chicago, 
a committee could be established of leaders from the Southside and 
one from the Wcstside. 
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Iii addition to the above results, Bot> and his staff are actively 
seeking out other projects that could be funded to the benefit 
of the campaign. They are specifically looking for projects that 
will impact heavily on Blacks due to voter appeal and Black in- 
volvement. To date, they have been very successful. In this 
area, a local Black building contractor (Jack Crawford) has 
developed a program for identifying potential projects, getting 
them funded through Bob’s office and, in return, obtaining a 
strong vote commitment for the President from the recipient. 

This plan is being actively pursued at present. Another specific 
project that is underway is the identification of all remaing grant 
and loan monies with a view to carefully allocating those funds 
to projects which will impact most heavily on black voters. 

Finally, Bob and his staff are working closely with Dan Kingsley 
to identify various advisory boards and commissions and job open- 
ings which can be filled. by visible Blacks. 

Even with the accomplishments so far, more work needs to be 
done in this area and plans are currently being drawn to more 
effectively develop and coordinate this activity. 

Speakers Bureau 

The Speakers Bureau is also handled in Bob Brown’s office since 
Bob has direct contact and impact on the Black appointees. Each 
Black official provides Bob with a 60-day schedule of his speaking 
engagements. These schedules are analyzed, suggestions and 
additions made, and appropriate media coverage arranged through 
Stan Scott in Herb Klein’s office and the appointees Public Affairs 
office. Stan has met with the various Public Affairs officers to 
discuss the program in an effort to maximize the results. 

As in the grants program, more work is needed in this area. 
Therefore, a detailed action plan is being prepared, in conjunction 
with Stan Scott, to more effectively schedule our appointees, im- 
prove the media coverage and broaden the speaking invitations. 

CONCLUSION 

Coordination and cooperation between all levels of the Black 
organization and the regular Nixon team is essential to success. 

If coordination breaks down at any level between the Black 
organization. Bob Brown, Stan Scott and the regular Nixon 
organization then the effectiveness of the effort will be signifi- 
cantly reduced. In fact, the entire plan depends on it. 

Finally, this plan should be implemented by the end of June. 
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TAB "A" 
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EDWIN T, SEXTON, JR. 

Born: July 1?., 19?.3 . TAB "B" 

i\ ■ a r r 1 e d : Do ro • : iy He 1c n 

D; 1 1 1 g \ \ i e r s : T *:■ * a na Da u i s e - i 9 
Da reel Yvette - 17 

Member - St. Paul A. M. E. Church; Wichita » Kansas 


Veteran - U. S. Army: World War II (CAP -2nd Lt. ) 


Education: 

Wichita Public Schools 

Graduated - Tony Manhardt Speech School 
Wichita University - Business Administration 


For rn e r Em plo y me nt: 


Editor and Publisher of the Enlightener 

Field Representative of the Republican National Committee's' 
Minorities .01 vis ion 

Pr c s on t E mplo y me nt: 

Second Vice -President of Sexton Cleaners and Tailoring Company 
Special Consultant and Director, Special Groups Activities - Minorities 
Republican National Committee 

Former - Human Relations: 


Founder and Board Member of Wichita Urban League 
.Member of National Advisory Urban League 

.Board Member of Hutcherson 1 s Branch Y. M.C.A. and West Central Area. 

Y , M , C . A . (five r. la to s ) 

iVorvibor - Major’s Study Commission on City Manager Form of Government 
Member •• World Services Committee Y.M.C.A. 

Member •* Veteran Affairs -Commit toe of American Red Cross 

Department Commander - Arthur Gossett Post II 273 

State Master of Arms - State American Legion 

Member - Sunflower Boys State Director, American Legion 

Master of Ancient Square Lodge F £.• AM 110 

Chair/ban uf Resident Advisory Council O. E.O. 

Chairman and Vice-Chairman Wichita Community Action Governing Board, O 


' ' ■* 1 .' 
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Malek Exhibit No. 24 

June 2 S, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN MITCHELL 

FROM: FRED MALEK 

i SU3JECT: Black Vote Campaign Plan 


As we have discussed, there have been some problem* in getting the Black 
vote campaign moving, V/htle Paul Jones la handling the public relations 
and programmatic aspects of his responsibility effectively, he lacks the 
political experience to recruit and develop an effective field operation. 
Therefore, the Black Vote Division still does not have a field organization. 

In addition, the Black team has not fully utilized the resources available to 
them through Government grant and loan programs. To correct these 
problems, I have developed a three- part plan of action, which is described 
below. 

U Support Jones With An Experienced Political Organizer. 

To compensate for Jones* lack. of political experience^ I have arranged the 
addition of Ed Sexton as Field Operations Manager. He will report to Janes 
but will take most of his direction from me. Ed has excellent credentials 
in politics, has organised politically, knows numerous Black leaders, and 
*3 Immediately available. He will start this week with a first priority of 
finalizing the field plan. 

2, Establish A Field Organization Focused On Key Cities, 

Once Sexton is on board, he can begin to build the field organisation that we 
now lack. Under him, we should have two Field Coordinators, responsible 
for working with the State Nixon organizations to establish effective Black 
organizations in key cities. The Field Coordinators and the Field Operations 
Manager would each be assigned responsibility for specific key states and 
cities. 

The first order of business for the now Black vote field team will be to work 
with the Nixon State Chairmen to select Slate Black Vote Chairmen in those 
key states where this has not been done. In some key states, full-time paid 
Executive Directors should also be selected. 

The cities listed at Tab A will be the focus of the Black campaign. In each 
key city we will have a Coordinator who will be jointly selected by the State 
Black Vote Chairman, his Field Coordinator, the State Nixon Chairman, and 
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ihe City Nixon Chairman. The City Coordinator would bo responsible for 
generally supervising all Black- related activities in his city, closely 
coordinating with the City Nixon Chairman. Each City Coordinator would, 
in conjunction with his superiors, select active committees of Black leaders 
to assist him in each major Black area of bia city. These committees 
would be responsible for recruiting volunteers for the regular Nixon organi- 
zation in their area and for implementing programs designed to persuade 
Black voters throughout tho city to vote for the President. 

2, Intensify Effor ts T o Uti lis e Gover nme nt Gr a nts And Loans. 

I chat our strongest selling point with Black voters is the economic 
assistance this .Administration has provided to Blacks. To fully capitalize 
on this, we have to do a bettor job of publicising the grants already given, 
and of identifying new projects for which we will receive maximum impact. 

The major portion of the responsibility for this activity falls on the White. 
House side of the Black team. Bob Brown and his staff have identified all 
Blocks who are receiving, or have received, money from this -Administra- 
tion, These recipients will be utilized as a source of campaign contributions 
and volunteers, and as a group of highly visible Blacks to be used to reach 
the voters in their areas of influence. 

Effective allocation of now grants requires close coordination between the 
White House and the Campaign team. Aa a first step, l have asked Bob 
Brown to identify all major sources of grant and loan monies which could be 
allocated to Blacks. Then, Jones and Sexton, working through their field 
organisation, will be responsible for finding recipients In key cities who 
will bo supportive of the re-election effort. 

***** 

I believe that by strengthening our field organization and making better 
uaa of grants and loans, we can overcome the problems of the Black Vote 
Division, and make some inroads on Black voters la November. X will 
keep you apprised of progress. 


Attachments 
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PRIMARY STATES 

KEY CITIES 

% r.I.ACK 
OF TOTAI. 
VOTERS 

HI ACK VOTI'y 
AGE 

POPULATION 

California 

Los Angeles 

9.5 

438,325 


San Francisco/ 




. Oakland 

9.2 

193, 842 

Texas 

Houston 

17. 6 

215,071 


Dallas 

13.9 

135, 281 

Illinois 

Chicago 

15.9 

689,335 

Ohio 

Cleveland 

14.7 

195,639 


Columbus 

10. 6 

59,371 


Cincinnati 

10. 2 

88, 193 


Dayton 

10. 0 

53,091 

New Jersey 

Newark 

16.3 

198, 552 


Trenton 

13.8 

26,939 

SECONDARY STATES 




New Y ork 

New York City 

14.4 

1,127,703 


Buffalo 

6.9 

59,449 

Pennsylvania 

Philadelphia 

16. 0 

493,326 


Pittsburgh 

6.4 

100,981 

Maryland 

Baltimore 

21 .2 

275,788 

Michigan 

Detroit 

16.9 

442,943 

Connecticut 

Hartford 

4.8 

31,720 


New Haven 

6.2 

29,751 

Washington 

Seattle 

2.6 

23, 958 

Wisconsin 

Milwaukee 

6. 1 

53, 349 

i 

Missouri 

St. Louis 

14.2 

211,830 

•*: .. .• • 

Kansas City 

12.7 

85,606 


(Kansas It Missouri) 
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ORANDUM 


Malek Exhibit No. 24-A 

CommiM.se for {lie Re-election of !i;e President 

September 7, 1972 


MR. FRED MALTST* 

Cw 

PAUL R. JOKES/ . 

SUBJECT : Weekly Activity Report 

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Met and conferred with Washington Area Minority Contractors Association 
who requested our support in securing Secretary Peter Peterson (Commerce 
Department) to address their convention (Sept. 22 - Wash., D.C.); arrange 
forum for them to support the President. 

Submitted revised surrogate list and schedule for Black Vote Division. 

Set up briefing session for all major surrogates — sent advance speakers 
material. 

Met with Citizens Voting Blocs Division to coordinate efforts of Black 
special interests groups and to provide additional names for service on 
their various committees. 

Met with field staff to solve problems. 

Roc ommendat ions made to the White Rouse for prominent Black educators to 
serve on various national educational advisory boards/ commissions. 

Attended White House OHBE meeting to clarify, status of minority-oriented 
proposals that have been submitted by active supporters. ■ 

Staff was interviewd by Arkansas Gazette , Life magazine, and Black oriented 
press and radio. 

Planned and held reception for Jim Brown who publicly endorsed the Presi- 
dent arid- radio. Mr. Brown was introduced to key Black persons on staff. 
Black Appointees and Washington area supporters. 

Shipped back orders of promotional materials. 

MAJOR ACTIVITIES PLANNED FOR THE COMING WEEK 

Announcing special interests groups/committees and public endorsements. 

National Association of Black Athletes (265 members) are being worked 
with to publicly endorsed the President — who have interest in Sickle 
Cell Anemia. 


Arranged for hospitality suite in New York during the Whitney Young 
Memorial (Or ambling and Morgan Game) to continue efforts in gaining 
support by Black op inion -making. 

Meet with Black surrogates for brief ing -and travel scheduling. 

Staff meeting with field operations on organization. 

Finalize volunteer program and participation in Canvas Kick-Off. 
TRAVEL 

(See attached). 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 
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Malek Exhibit No. 25 

COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 
MEMORANDUM May lit 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


MR. FRED 


PAUL R. J 



SUBJECT : Weekly Activity Report 


Senator Brooke has Been requested to be featured speaker at the June 10th 
dinner. Awaiting reply to request. Invitations have been mailed out 
to 9,000 persons for dinner — to soon to estimate response. Coordinated 
with Angie Miller to have Black and White Nixonette participation at the 
kick-off dinner on June 10th. 


Interviewed by Joe Irvin of the Los Angeles Tiroes , and Julius Duscha 
of the New. York Times regarding Black Vote Division activities. 


Attended Philadelphia briefing of key Black leaders. 


Addressed the National Association of Miriority Certified Public 
Accounting Firms at their NAMCPAF’s First Annual Meeting. 




L 


Coordinating and developing with Bob Brown’s office a strategy for a / 
30 million dollar negotiation for the Dept, of Labor. 

TRAVEL PLANS 


Occasion: Address key Black leaders who will serve on citizens committees. 

Destination: Philadelphia 

Date: May 16, 1972 12 Noon 


MAJOR ACTIVITY FOR COMING WEEK 

Continue follow-through on dinner activity. 

Contact state chairmen and Black state chairmen regarding selection and 
proposed activity for their particular state. 

Implement plans .to hold meeting of National Association of Black Manu- 
facturers Board Members.- (Brief and discuss role in campaign). 

Continue follow through support to Mrs. Helen Evans, State Central 
and Executive Committee (Ohio); Jack Gibbs (Mich.); and Debbie 
Gingell (N.C.). 
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Malek Exhibit No. 26 


OMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

April 18, 1972 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. FRED MALEK 

FROM: PAUL R. JONES 

SUBJECT : Meeting with James Farmer 


In the Brown- Jones meeting with James Farmer, the follow- 
ing points of interest were discussed: 

1. Farmer's willingness to work in support of the 
President. (It was agreed he might better 
serve at this time by maintaining a "non- 
partisan posture.) Jim expects to build on 
the attitude coming out of Gary. 

2. His speaking engagements (he is to send a 
list of his engagements) . We will seek to 
arrange media interviews in connection with his 
key appearances. 

3. Farmer's interest in funding for his think tank 
proposal. He's seeking $200,000 seed money from 
HEW. (This should be moved on but should allow 
for a final Brown- Jones check-off in order to 
re-inforce Farmer's involvement. Additionally, 
there is some need that the think tank initially 
focus on key issues of interest to Black voters. 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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Malek Exhibit No. 27 

Committee for the Re-election of the President 
MEMORANDUM July 14, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


SU3JECT: Weekly Activity Report 

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Conferred with Ohio Republican / Democrat representatives in a preliminary meeting 
prior to visit to Ohio for organizational purposes. 

Met with head of Commitee for the Re-election of the President attorneys citizens 
group and local Black attorneys (Ed Saxton also) and developed approach to be taken 
at the upcoming Rational Black Ear Association's Convention to secure Black attorneys 
for service on Black citizens committees and on overall attorneys groups. 

Met with Executive Director of the Black Manufacturers Association on forthcoming 
role in campaign and received their list of concerns. 

Visited by recently formed New Jersey Black Republican delegation and spent con- 
siderable time discussing the role they will play in the Kixon state operation. 

Contacted by Dr. J. H. Jackson, President, Rational Baptist Convention, and received 
stronger indications he is becoming increasingly interested in receiving official 
recognition as well as invitation to play active role in support of re-electing the 
President. (Again, suggest you provide assistance in getting Presidential invite 
for Dr. Jackson). 

K-ld luncheon meeting with Executive Director of National Newspaper Publishers 
Association and received detailed briefing on political leaning of each, member 
paper . 

Corresponded with all present Black State Chairmen. 

Received indications of interest from Slack Democrats attending National Convention 
in Miami Beach — wanting to support . re-election of the President. 

Thru White House contacts initiated nev? efforts to assist Charles Wallace, President, 
YJallace & Wallace Fuel Oils., in overcoming present constraints to expand h-is business 
■This has, for the. time being, allowed us to assist a staunch Nixon supporter, 

« 

Hosted a delegation of 20 Black students (16-18 years old) from Green County Alabama 
who are participating .in the Experimental School Program sponsored by HEW. Invited 
Re-election Committee's Youth Division to address the group. Distributed Black cam-' 
psigr. information to each and held a lengthy briefing. Also arranged a tour of 
•the White House with Black White House intern. (Original contact. came through NEA 
v here we have inside contact).. 
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Lii nesting with various State Chairmen established specific approaches for Black. 
State organization campaign plan. 

Visited by Ed Gannon, Special Assistant to Charles Walker (Treasury Department). 
Assisted him in development of speech by Walker for the Black Bankers meeting in 
Atlanta. In return was briefed on Administration’s Black Bank Deposit Program. 

P ERS ONNEL • ’ • 

Weeks of negotiations with Tony McDonald and Stan Scott concluded with agreement 
to bring Calhoun onboard. It is, at last, a difficult, strained arrangement. 

PROBLEMS 

Concerned over the lack of budget for Black State/City operations is now more 
pronounced since the past weeks round of State conferences. 


The growing demand for field visits to key areas intensifies our need to finalize 
field operations and field staff. We have good alternate candidates in mind, 
organizational plans, which are now delinquent, are not operable. All that is 
needed is your approval. 

MAJOR ACTIVI TIES . PLA NNED, / 

Final development of specific action steps with target dates are planned to imple- 
ment: -■■*•••- 

1. Formulation of special groups 

2. Mailings 

3. Surrogates program 

4. Dinners and receptions in key cities 

5. Finalize Convention plans 

6. Meet with Mr. Malek 

7. . Black volunteers. 



Responding to Austin, Texas request of Marci Saul, staff person for Senator 
Towers to address luncheon meeting leadership conference (see attached). 

Traveling to Detroit, Mich, to meet with key Black leaders thru request of 
Michigan. State Chairman during the State meetings held here. 
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Please answer the following:. 


1) Co you support the President in his efforts to bring the 
minority into the economic main stream? . 

' h.L 


Yes 


No 


1) Will you get out and help the President be re-elected po 

that he can continue this program? I • \ - 

v • i. Yes ^- . no I ' 2 

3) ’ Do you believe that the 8-A Program has done all it can to 
• ■ help you? - - . ' . . 

. .. . Yes • ' 4 No 


This questionnaire is .designed solely to poll the opinion of 
one of the most dynamic programs that was ever instituted to help . 
minorities. We wish co know your feelings on it. Your answers 
will not affect your status on tho 8-A Frogram. -.1 

We obtained your name and address from public records . 

Through businessmen such as ourselves, - this is the only way we. will; 
ever be able to get our people out of the ' ghetto. This is why it.v'r 
; is important to me to know how all of you feel and how we can im- ’ ’ 
prove the •> :■£> I; 

We must keep any administration in power that is dedicated to this 
program. ‘ r 




WALLACE & WALLACE FUEL OIL CO., INC* 




* If .your answer is "No" please. let me know sol that we can 
attempt to solve your problem. . . 
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Malek Exhibit No. 28 


Jo)aI/ace and Jdafface 


Ofuel Oil Go. Sine. 

toS t'iRrvx 


Commercial and Residential 

205-28 MURDOCK AVENUE 
HOLUS. NEW YORK 11412 
212-464-3737 
464-3335 

September 12, 1972 


Gentlemen: ■ 

You have, or soon will have, an 8-A Contract. The 8-A Program 
is the most dynamic program that has ever been instituted for 
minorities. It is essential that this program continue to grow 
without delay. 

When the present administration took over in 1968, there were 
eight qualified contractors in this program, and seven contracts 
awarded which totaled $10,493,524. Four years later, under the 
same administration'; there"’ is a- total of 1582 qualified contract- 
ors under the 8-A Program which totals $147,087,028. This program 
is trying to reach a goal of over a billion dollars for its minor- 
ity citizens. 

I believe that you can understand the significance of such a pro- 
gram with the government spending trillions of dollars in contracts 
and other forms, and very little has been directed to the minority 
citizen. Under the present administration, this has changed. 

I have personal assurance from the President of the United States 
(see attached letter) that he is behind this program, which he has 
shown through his deeds and actions. 

1 cannot tell you how important it is that we go out into the field 
and try to get the President re-elected. It is too late for minori 
ties to take a chance on another administration at this crucial 
point who may or may not be dedicated to our cause to bring minori- 
ties into the economic main stream. We will never get out of the 
ghetto until we have strong minority businessmen in our community. 
The white community stays out of the ghetto through its businessmen 
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It is essential that we do not concern ourselves this year with 
problems such as busing and other minute problems. If we are 
economically strong, then eighty-five percent of our problems 
will disappear. 

I believe beyond a doubt that we should support the present ad- 
ministration one hundred percent. 

....... i Very truly yours, 

'. 4 . WALLACE & WALLACE FUEL 


OIL CO. , INC. 


CW : be 
Enclosures 


Charles Wallace 
President 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON - 

September 14, 1971 


Dear Mr. Wallace: 

Your letter of September 1 has come to my attention, 
and I want to assure you of my strong interest in the 
8-A Program. While there have doubtless been some 
growing pains as this program expanded, it is good to 
know you share my belief that the 8-A concept offers 
a unique and very desirable opportunity for minority 
enterprises - indeed, some 500 firms have taken ad- 
vantage of the program in the past fiscal year alone. 

I have asked my staff to look into your specific 
suggestions about making the program even more 
effective, especially in the area of appointments in 
the Small Business Administration where responsibil- 
ity for the day-to-day administration lies. Your 
comments about the 8-A program are highly valued, 
for it is our hope the program can continue to be an 
important means to bring minority businessmen into 
the mainstream of economic competition and, ultimately, 
to build a firm structure of economic opportunity for 
all minority peoples. 

With my best wishes. 



Mr. Charles Wallace 
President 

Wallace 8c Wallace Fuel Oil Company, Inc. 
205-28 Murdock Avenue 
Hollis, New York 11412 


32-818 O 74 - pt, 18 - 17 
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Please answer the following: . 

1) Do you support the President in his efforts to bring the 
minority into the economic main stream? 


Yes 


No 


2) Will you get out and help the President be re-elected po 
that he can continue this program? j 


Yes 


No 


3) Do you believe that the 8-A Program has done all it can to 
help you? 

Yes *No 


This questionnaire is designed solely to poll the opinion of 
one of the most dynamic programs that was ever instituted to help 
minorities. We wish to know your feelings on it. Your answers - 
will not affect your status on the 8-A Program. 

We obtained your name and address from public records. 

Through businessmen such as ourselves, this is the only way we will 
ever be able to get our people out of the ghetto. This is why it 
is important to me to know how all of you feel and how we can im- 
prove the program. . 

We must keep any administration in power that is dedicated to this 
program. 






.v.f v y 


WALLACE & WALLACE FUEL OIL CO., INC 

' ’ . r : . ' ;• 


*If your answer is *No", please let me know so;, that we can 
attempt to solve your problem. 



8427 


Malek Exhibit No. 29 


MEMORANDUM 




THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 30, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
SUBJECT: 


CHARLES W. COLSON 
Weekly Staff Report 






\y 


1. J£he ice is finally broken on Williams' job at AoA. They accepted 
job description which was written by Williams and myself, which, 
^among other things, gives Williams the right to review all AoA 

grants and contracts, to serve as a liaison between^thp Commissioner 
and all Federal Departments, voluntary agencies, /non-profit sponsers. 


to undertake Confidential assignments on behalf of the Commissioner 
and to work with non- government organizations. In addition, Williams 
has been given GS 15, Step 10. Rob Davison, of Malek' s staff, did a 
good job in helping gain this result. Apparently, even Mastrangelo 
even went to bat for us. We still must watch to make sure the second 
position, which was agreed tQ is filled. 

SL. The HUD aging brochure has been finalized and is at GPO. This 
"^brochure quotes the President extensively, includes pictures, and 
\J^T art work. HUD agreed to pay $25, 000 for its printing and $13, 000 
^ S for its mailing. 


xffr 


PL 


V 


DoA, OEO, ACTION, DoL, VA, and DoT, are all putting together 
their final galley proofs, which will be sent to GPO next week. As 
usual, I am having trouble! HEW - -AoA to come up with a decent 
brochure. However, they have agreed to spend the money for print- 
ing and distribution once we get something worth sending out. In 
addition, it appears we will get them to send out a rhetorical bro- 
chure as well. FYI--Des Barkefsand John Carlson's efforts have been 
helpful, although time consuming, regarding this project. You may 
want to give them well-done for their efforts in helping to get these out. 

4. The print-up of the Project FIND brochure is included as Tab A. 

As usual, HEW--SSA have managed to deemphasize the President's 
quote and his involvement with this project. Still, since this message 
is going to 27 Million older persons, it is quite an achievement, and 
will be a good PR initiative on behalf of the President. . 




AO 




1 *% - 
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. c/ 


Weekly St aff Report 


UA 




f-in/ \ *■•''' r* 

Also concerning Project FIND, I have just arranged for, USDA to <-> 

print up 120, 000 --17 1/2 x 22 posters which will be posted iri all CS\* V ’ V °^ 
^ Post Offices, Community Action Agencies, SSA offices, elderly 

Y housing projects, and Red Cross offices. This poster will featvtr.e^ 

the Presidential seal and a quote by the President which will stand 
out as a result of its differing color. 

6. The final approval from DoL of the $1 Million grant to the new 

aging organization has come in. Regarding this organization, please 
see Tab B, which concerns free office space^— . V*aj£j^ 

7. It appears that HEW has agreed to produce 60 copies of the 
Richardson, Flemming, Rocha TV program tapping. This will then 
be distributed simultaneously to the top TV stations in all of our key 

k states. It is a very political show which stresses time and time again 
A the fantastic things the President has done for older people, which is 
why the need for simultaneous distribution. This should be shown in 
late July or early August. In any event, it will be shown before the 
President is nominated. 



(P 


8. As mentioned earlier, I am in the process of putting together a 
speech kit. Unfortunately, upon adding Flemming and Van Rensselaer 
to the list of critics, the whole thing has had to be rewritten. My 


main problem here is getting speech inserts written about each of 
^ major Presidential initiative areas. I will ask Rhatican to see if he 


can get someone in Price’s shop to do this now that you and Dick have 
I apparently come to some sort of agreement with Price. 

$ 9. I am working with Harper to see if we cannot give the older voter 

/’a section in the platform. I will^not know where this stands until the 
'' end of next week. 


10. I am working with Marumoto and Davison, of Malek's shop, to do 
</{hem a favor in funding a proposal for Spanish Speaking elderly. It 
appears that I will be able to get $100, 000 out of OEO for their purposes; 
and, needless to say, they are quite pleased. 


i) 


11, Baird, of the Educational Research Council of America, has been 
/ told by HEW that he will receive a $50, 000 planning grant. He met with 
them today, but 1 do not know the results of their meeting. 


12. I broke los^ grants to six counties in Illinois as a favor to Percy. 
These came from AoA. Dick Williams was instrumental in helping 
break them loosc--our first pay-off in getting him in AoA. Is there any 
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ilk, for such favors? I got Ollie Atkins to take a picture of Romney, 
Richardson, Blatchford, and Kinsey (President of NCVA) for some 
publicity for an aging agreement they entered into. This will be 
released next week. 



13. I am having constant trouble with Parker's office concerning 
schedule proposals. First, he continually goes to Vicki Keller for 
proposals and, as you know, it has been agreed that proposals should 
be routed through your staff. Malek is on board concerning this one, 
Keller agrees, and from a management point of view, it does not make 
sense having two people funneling things on the same subject into 
Parker's office. It would be helpful if you would get Parker to work 
with me on this. Some of the problem may stem from that busing 
proposal when you and I got disjointed. Second, additional problems 
may have stemmed from Dick Howard and I not communicating regard- 
ing who should address the AARPs when they toured the White House. 

It would be helpful if you would make sure that Dick would inform me 
of any agreements he comes to with Parker so that I don't move out in 
any direction which gets Parker upset. 


14 & 15. The situation with Rocha is now under control and he will be paid 
by DoT and his travel expenses will also be paid by them. It does not 
look good for making him a Special Assistaj^ but they will let us call 
him a Consultant to Volpe, which is helpful. A An article and picture of 
\h~~ Julie's RSVP Philadelphia Project visit will be distributed to all ACTION 
0" mailing list recepients, included in the ACTION publications, the NCVA 
publications, sent to the NCVA mailing list and was sent to all of the 
weeklies in key states. 

The mailing of the Volpe speech finally went out this week. 





17. I met with Malek concerning the new aging organization, and he 
was very impressed and very cooperative in getting his guys to move 
out in assuring us funding at our foe's expense. However, after hav- 
ing chatted with Todd, he raised cries of alarm that such an organi- 
zation would hurt us politically because we would cut funds to Demo- 
cratic groups, thereby leading l o a ding them to criticize us. As you 
are well aware, groups like NCSC are going to criticize us anyway. 
Unfortunately, while I told Todd about the organization in confidence, 
he immediately told Flemming, who was particularly upset and called 
Malek. Malek seems to understand the value of the organization, and 


is still working with us, but I have had to do some shoring operations 
with Flemming. I don't think this requires any action on your part . 
but you should be aware of it. y^ WcJj if 
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Weekly Staff Report 

18. A mailing went out on Fr. Rocha's visit to a new long-term 
^health facility for the elderly. 

f 19. Frank Troy will be brought on board on July 5 to act as Flem- 

ming's scheduling --advanceman from now until the election. 

^ Flemming is still not completely on board on this one, but did agree 
/ v k to Troy's hiring. Malek has been very helpful in getting HEW to 

pick up the tab. 


<3^- perfect 


L.<\T. Evans, Jr. 


\ F/uJ 


jju -<5, 

«-«• 
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Project FIND 


"To overcome the barriers which keep 
older Americans from jiill participation in 
food assistance programs, we are launching 
this year a major outreach campaign 
called Project FIND." 

— President’s Special Message on Aging 
March 23, 1972 


The Social Security Administration is 
cooperating with the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture in this Government-wide 
campaign. This leaflet, from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, is part of the effort to 
locate older persons who are eligible for 
food assistance. 


A message about food 
This leaflet has nothing to do with your 
Medicare protection, but the information 
in it could mean a great deal to you or to 
someone you know. 

The leaflet tells about two Government 
programs that help people who don’t always 
have enough money for food. In one 
program, people can buy food stamps worth 
more than the money they pay for them. In 
the other, surplus foods are given free to 
people in need. 

Just about every county in the United 
States now has one or the other of these 
food programs, but many older people who 
are eligible have not applied. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, which has the Federal 
responsibility for these programs, has asked 
us to send this leaflet as one way to help get 
the word out. • 

Although you may not need help 
yourself, you may know people who do. It 
could mean a great deal to them if you 
would tell them about food assistance or 
pass along this leaflet, which describes how 
the food programs work. 
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Food startip program 

Most of the cities and counties in the 
United States provide food assistance to 
people through the Food Stamp Program. 
The program helps people living on small 
incomes to buy more and better food. 

They can get food stamps each month, 
paying less than the stamps are worth or, ' 
if they have very little money, they can get 
the stamps free. When they buy food at 
the grocery store, they pay with the 
stamps. 

Most supermarkets and grocery stores 
will take food stamps. People can buy a 
variety of foods with food stamps, 
including foods needed for special diets. 

In some parts of the country, non-profit 
organizations' deliver meals to people who ' 
can’t prepare their own food. Where these 
programs are available, people over 60 
who are unable to prepare their own 
meals can use food stamps to pay for 
home-delivered meals. 

Whether a person is eligible for food 
stamps depends on how much his monthly 
income is and how much he has in savings 
or other assets. 

A person living alone can’t get food 
stamps if he has assets of $1,500 or more. 
The $1,500 limit also applies to families, 
regardless of size, unless one or more of 
the family members is 60 or older. In that 
case, the family may have assets of up 
to $3,000. A home, life insurance policies, 
and personal property don’t count as 
assets. 


3 


The amount of income an individual or 
family can have and still get food stamps 
depends on the number of people in the 
household. A person living alone can be 
eligible if his monthly income is $178 or 
less. A couple can be eligible if their 
monthly income is under $233. 

The value of the food stamps a house- 
hold can get each month depends on how 
many people are in the family. The 
amount a family pays for stamps depends 
on their income, figured on a sliding 
scale. 

For example, a person living alone 
with a monthly income under $20 would 
pay nothing for food stamps worth $36 at 
the grocery store. If his income was $95, 
he would pay $16 for $36 worth of 
stamps. 

A couple with an income under $20 a 
month would get free stamps worth $64. 

If their income was $1 15, the couple 
would pay $26 for $64 worth of stamps. 

Here’s a table that shows how the food 
stamp program works: 


Monthly 

income 

below 

You 

pay 

For food 
stamps 
worth 

One person $178 

0-$26 

$36 

Two people $233 

0— $44 

$64 

Three people $307 

0-$74 

$92 


People with income above these limits 
may also be eligible for food stamps if 
they have unusual expenses such as big 
medical or hospital bills or high rent 
payments. 

4 



June 30, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: CHARLES W. COLSON 

SUBJECT: Office Space for New Organization 

I am told that the Cafritz Corporation would give us free office space 
if we can assure them that it is tax deductible. Apparently, they have 
had trouble getting a ruling from Treasury stating that they could 
deduct such donated property as a Charitable contribution. Do you 
know who in Treasury we could get such a ruling from? 


L. J. Evans, Jr. 


A TRUE COPY 
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Malek Exhibit No. 30 

AFFIDAVIT 
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This day before the undersigned Notary Public in 
and for the District of Columbia, personally appeared 
Frank C. Herringer, who, being by me first duly sworn 
according to law, did on his oath depose and say as 
follows: 

I joined the White House personnel office staff 
in October 1971, reporting to Dan Kingsley, who in turn 
reported to Fred Malek. In late 1971 and early 1972, a 
project called "Responsiveness” — to keep Presidential 
appointees informed of campaign strategies and priorities 
during the election year — was developed by Malek' s 
office. I learned of this project in January or February 
1972, when, along with other members of the Malek/Kingsley 
staff, I participated in some discussions regarding the 
form that this effort might take. 

Originally, I was told that I might personally 
participate in the project, but I did not, because 
shortly before it was to begin (April or May of 1972) my 
responsibilities changed, and I became Malek' s assistant. 

I have little knowledge of the project from that point on, 
with the exception of two incidents that I recall, which 
are described below. 

The project began with a series of meetings with 
Cabinet Officers. Out of curiosity regarding the 
direction of the project, and a desire to meet Secretary 
Richardson, I accompanied Malek to a meeting at HEW in 
May or June, 1972. 


9 
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I recall that Malek showed Secretary Richardson 
and his aides some maps of the U.S. on which "key states" 
were colored, and also maps of the key states in which 
"key counties" were indicated. It was suggested that 
Departmental activities, such as speeches, should 
concentrate on these areas to the extent possible and 
appropriate. I thought the discussion vague, and quite 
inconsequential. I recall feeling that the project was 
a waste of time. 

Shortly after the meetings with the Cabinet Officers 
had been held, Malek became Deputy Director of the 
Committee to Re-elect the President (July 1972) , and many 
of his White House duties, including the Responsiveness 
project, were turned over to Kingsley. 

Sometime later (probably during September 1972) , a 
carbon or Xerox copy of a "progress report" on the 
Responsiveness project, from Kingsley to Haldeman, crossed 
my desk on its way to Malek. I do not recall any 
specifics of the report, but I believe it was similar to 
an earlier "progress report" which was shown to me 
recently and which is in the Committee's possession. I 
scanned the report, or part of it, briefly and I recall 
that I was generally disturbed by the descriptions in the 
report of some of the individual actions that supposedly 
had occurred in the Responsiveness project. While I did 
not believe that anything inappropriate had actually 
occurred, I felt that the exaggerated tone of the report 
(as is equally true in the earlier report) could cause 


30 
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someone not familiar with the general staff practice of 
exaggerated writing to think that inappropriate activities 
were being carried on. 

I sent the copy of the Progress Report along to 
Malek, with a suggestion that he recommend to Haldeman 
that the project (or at least the reports) be discontinued, 
and possibly with a suggested draft memorandum for Malek 
to send to Haldeman, if he agreed. 

A few days later, Kingsley's secretary collected from 
my secretary materials in Malek' s and my files relating to 
the early stages of the development of the "Responsiveness" 
project. As far as I can recall, that was the last I ever 
heard of the project. 



Affiant 

Taken, subscribed and sworn to by Frank C. Herringer 
before me in the District of Columbia, this c 5? day of 
November, 1973. 

Witness my hand and Notarial Seal. 
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TUESDAY, MAY 28, 1974 


U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington, D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 :45 a.m., in room 
G-334, Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Present : Senator Inouye. 

Also present: James Hamilton, assistant chief counsel; Gordon 
Freedman, staff assistant. 

Senator Inouye. Do you swear that the testimony you are about to 
give is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 

Mr. Evans. I do. 

Senator Inouye. Would you state your name and address for the 
record ? 

TESTIMONY OF L. J. EVANS, JR., ACCOMPANIED BY ANTHONY 
LAPHAM, COUNSEL 

Mr. Evans. L. J. Evans, Jr., Warrenton, Va. 

Senator Inouye Is that all you need me for ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Evans, for the record, would you state your attorney’s name ? 

Mr. Evans. Anthony Lapham. 

Mr. Hamilton. And what is your present position in the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Evans. Presently I am a Deputy Assistant Director of the Office 
of Policy and Planning for ACTION. 

Mr. Hamilton. How long have you been in that position ? 

Mr. Evans. Oh, approximately 1 month. 

Mr. Hamilton And where were you before that? 

Mr Evans. I was also in ACTION and I was an assistant general 
counsel. 

Mr. Hamilton. When did you assume that position ? 

Mr. Evans. About July, I think it was July 3, 1973. 

Mr. Hamilton. Before July 1973, where were you ? 

Mr. Evans. I was in the U.S. Marine Corps from January 6, 1973, 
through May 30, 1973. 

Mr. Hamilton. And before January 6 ? 

Mr. Evans. I was in the White House. 

Mr. Hamilton. As ? 

Mr. Evans. As a staff assistant to the President, and that timeframe 
was some place like July or August of 1971 through December of 1972. 

Mr. Hamilton. And before you came to the White House, where 
were you ? 
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Mr. Evans. I was at the Department of Transportation. I don’t know 
what it was called, but some legal title. I don’t know. Not assistant 
general counsel, but something along the lines of that. 

Mr. Hamilton. While at the White House from — you said July of 
1971 until January of 1973 — is that correct ? 

Mr. Evans. January of 1972, I mean, December of 1972. 

Mr. Hamilton. December of 1972. While at the White House what 
were your duties ? 

Mr. Evans. Primarilv they related to senior citizens in terms of 
being their advocate within the 'White House and being liaison with 
all outside organizations that dealt with senior citizens in terms of 
trying to impact upon potential legislation that affected the elderly. 
Those were generally the duties. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who was your immediate supervisor? 

Mr. Evans. Originally it was Geonre Bell. He died sometime in 1972 
and not too long before he died my immediate supervisor changed to 
Chuck Colson. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know when you started reporting to Colson ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know the exact date. As I say, it was probably 
sometime before late spring of 1972. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why did your reporting chain of command change 
to Colson? 

Mr. Evans. Well, a couple of things. First, Mr. Bell had cancer 
and he could do less and less. Originally he headed up Mr. Colson’s 
staff as far as senior citizens’ needs were concerned and he phased out 
of that as he got sicker and he also picked up additional responsi- 
bilities in the small business and the labor field. And as he picked up 
more of those and he spent less time in the office because he was sick, 
then he threw more to me in the senior citizen area. 

Mr. Hamilton. So you were reporting to Mr. Bell and Mr. Bell 
was reporting to Mr. Colson ? 

Mr. Evans. Right. 

Mr. Hamilton. And after Mr. Bell left, you started reporting di- 
rectly to Mr. Colson. Did you have any reporting relationships to 
Fred Malek ? 

Mr. Evans. No; I talked with Mr. Malek at times, but I didn’t 
renort. to him. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have anv contemporaneous knowledge — 
and when I say “contemporaneous,” I mean in 1972 or late 1971 — 
any contemporaneous knowledge concerning what is now known as the 
Responsiveness Program? 

Mr. Evans. No. First of all you would have to define what the 
Responsiveness Program is. The first I ever heard of it was when 
Tony mentioned it to me the other day. So I don’t know exactly what 
you mean by the Responsiveness Program today. So maybe if you 
define it ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I think the best definition that T can give 
from the evidence and the testimony that we have received is that the 
Responsiveness Program was a program to make the departments and 
agencies of Government responsive to the President’s reelection needs, 
in other words, to make the departments and agencies think and act 
in political terms. 
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Mr. Evans. OK. I guess that my answer would be, first, I didn’t 
know that there was such an overall program, and second, that is not 
to say that I didn’t, as I dealt with various organizations, attempt 
to gain their favorable consideration, whatever, for whatever the 
administration was doing. So it wasn’t linked to anybody telling me 
that there was an overall program to do that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask the question this way. What projects 
did you work with Mr. Malek on or with members of Mr. Malek’s 
staff? 

Mr. Evans. Well, we worked on a few things together in that we— 
I worked with Dan Todd, who I assume would be considered on his 
staff at that point in time, to attempt to get out the word as far as 
what the Government was doing on behalf of senior citizens. I worked 
with him as far as communicating with the elderly in terms of, they 
would do studies as far as what States were considered the most 
important and would let us know or would let me know, you know, 
which of the States they hoped we could get the most impact on as 
far as getting speakers. Now, that is another area in terms of they 
had that Speakers’ Bureau, and when I could get a speaker to go 
out or if I could help get a speaker to go out and it would fit into 
their overall schedule, we tried to match the two schedules together. 

I don’t know, Jim, I’m sure there were other things, but that is 
pretty much the parameters. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you familiar with an organization called The 
Federation of Experienced Americans? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Hamilton. And are you aware that this organization has a 
contract from the Department of Labor? 

Mr. Evans. Yes; I was aware that they were given one. 

Mr. Hamilton. And were you aware that it was also given a grant 
from the Office of Economic Opportunity? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know of any other governmental grants or 
contracts that this operation acquired? 

Mr. Evans. No; I don’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if they received any type of grant 
or contract from AOA? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think so. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Hamilton. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Back on the record. 

Do you know if they received, if this organization received any 
contract or grant from HEW ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think so. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if any attempt was made to get a 
grant or contract from the Administration on Aging? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Hamilton. An attempt was made ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes; I think it dealt with a communications plan, and 
the idea — and I don’t think — in fact, I know it didn’t go very far — and 
the idea though was to attempt to get out the word to older people on 
what Government benefits were available to them. There was some- 
thing like — well, at the time there was slightly over $50 billion worth 
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of programs the Federal Government was running on behalf of older 
people, and we found that a number of elderly did not take advantage 
of those programs, and the thought was that if you could find some 
way to get the word out to them, more people would be able to utilize 
benefits which were a vailable to them. 

Mr. Hamilton. So, a proposal was put to AOA to further this goal. 
Is that what you are saying ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t even know that it got into the proposal stage. I 
don’t know what stage it got into. I don’t know all of the details on it. 
I know that somehow there was a dialog, you know, that this was a 
possible thing that might be worthwhile to do. T don’t know if that was 
in terms of a rough proposal, if it was in terms of memorandums, I 
don’t remember the exact form of that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me go back to the Department of Labor grant, 
I wonder if you would tell us what you know about this grant, how 
the — I am sorry, this was a contract, a Department of Labor contract. 
I wonder if you would tell us what you know about this contract, the 
process leading to its award, your participation in this process? 

Mr. Evans. OK, that is pretty broad. I guess originally the Presi- 
dent at the White House Conference on Aging, which I think was 
November of 1971, pledged that he was going to either double or triple 
the funding of what was called Operation Mainstream. Operation 
Mainstream is that area of the DOT, manpower programs which helps 
the elderly workers that are 55 and older. 

Then, sometime after that speech, Malcolm Lovell got in touch with 
me and said, “We got something like $15 billion worth of additional 
moneys and we don’t know how we are going to spend them 

Mr. Lapham. Is that million or billion ? 

Mr. Evans. Did I say billion? I meant million. “Do you know of 
organizations which can do this job, which can help spend the money ?” 

I said, “Certainly, there were a number of them.” They sent me a 
listing of the organizations which were presently doing that kind of 
work. Some of those were willing to accept additional moneys ; some 
were not. We worked across a spectrum of elderly organizations. 

And then I said, “There is a possibility of a new organization being 
formed which I had in mind, the Federation of Experienced Amer- 
icans, which may be able to do this.” 

And he said, “Fine, let us know.” 

So then through a number of 

Mr. Hamilton. Can I interrupt a second ? How did you know there 
was a new organization being formed ? 

Mr. Evans. Because I had talked with people about getting a new 
organization formed for a number of reasons. For one, because it was 
my feeling that there was a need for fresh blood, new blood, vigorous 
blood that could come up with some new ideas and new approaches 
to help the old people ; and second, I thought there was a need to get 
into some of the minority ethnic areas, to help their elderly, which 
was not being done ; and third, I felt that there was a need to better 
communicate to older people what was available, that is, what we 
talked about before. 

So as a result I had talked with various aging leaders and said, 
“What do you think of the idea?'” And a number of them responded 
favorably. And through their efforts, and I helped coordinate their 
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efforts, we pooled together a number of people and they ended up 
forming this organization called the Federation of Experienced 
Americans. So that was how I knew. 

Anyway, over the long run through a number of meetings and so on, 
eventually DOL issued that $1 million contract to the Federation of 
Experienced Americans. 

Mr. Hamilton. You say, “A series of meetings.” Are these meetings 
that you participated in ? 

Mr. Evans. I participated in a small number, and I don’t remember 
the exact number. I think it boils down to two or three, but I don’t 
know the exact number. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you issue any directive from the White House 
as to how any of this expansion money should be spent? 

Mr. Evans. There was no directive. It was very much a give and 
take. As I say, there was a need in Malcolm Lovell’s mind anyway, 
and the DOL to find a way to expand the additional $15 million worth 
of moneys before the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe it was $13 million. 

Mr. Evans. $13 million ? OK. 

Mr. Hamilton. So, is it your testimony that you didn’t direct that 
at least the $1 million of this money be given to FEA? 

Mr. Evans. No ; it was not — if you are saying, did I order them to 
spend $1 million for FEA, it wasn’t that ; no. It is my testimony that 
I didn’t say, you have to spend $1 million. It is very different from that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you try to get the Department of Labor to cut 
back on its funding for the National Council on Aging and the Na- 
tional Council of Senior Citizens ? 

Mr. Evans. OK, now you get into a problem when you say “cut 
back.” 

Mr. Hamilton. Or terminate. Cut back or terminate. 

Mr. Evans. Well then, the answer to that is, if cut back is analogous 
to terminate,, no. What I did try to do was to decrease their propor- 
tional increase in that funding. In other words, each of those organiza- 
tions received additional funding from that $15 million, from the 
original $13 million that they had, and certainly in gett ing more money 
to go to organizations which were not hostile, we attempted to cut 
back their proportionate share. 

Mr. Hamilton. When you say “hostile” what do you mean ? Hostile 
to whom? 

Mr. Evans. Well, to the administration in terms of — let’s talk about 
the National Council on Senior Citizens, for example. They were 
originally formed as Senior Citizens for Kennedy- Johnson in 1960. 
They later converted over to the National Council of Senior Citizens, 
funded largely by the AFL-CIO. 

They held a number of antiadministration political rallies. Their 
publications were continuously hostile. Certainly part of the overhead, 
which was supporting the staff to do that kind of work, was coming 
out of grants such as this. So that certainly led us to desire to cut 
their proportionate increase. 

Mr. Hamilton. But it is your testimony that, even though you 
wanted to cut their proportional increase, you didn’t try to have them 
terminated ? 
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Mr. Evans. No; as the facts indicate. 

Mr. Hamilton. What facts? 

Mr. Evans. The fact that they all got an increase. They weren’t 
shut off from the additional amount of money. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your understanding that they got the increase 
that was internally recommended by the Labor Department? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Lapham. Which organization does that question refer to? 

Mr. Hamilton. Both of them ; the National Council on Aging and 
the National Council of Senior Citizens. 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know that one way or the other, Jim, because I 
wasn’t privy to that information. 

Mr. Lapham. Internal, as used in that question, would refer to the 
Department of Labor? 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, to staff recommendations within the Depart- 
ment of Labor. 

I mean, I believe it was Mr. Evans’ testimony that these organiza- 
tions got a proportional increase, and my question was, does he know 
whether they got the proportional increase that was recommended 
by staffers within the Department of Labor? 

Mr. Lapham. Thank you. 

Mr. Hamilton. And your answer? 

Mr. Evans. And my answer is I don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. As to this Labor Department contract, would you 
say that you were actively involved in attempting to get this award 
for FEA? Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Evans. The fair statement, I think, is that in response to an 
inquiry by a fairly high Department of Labor official, I attempted 
to increase the amount of money going to groups that were not hostile 
to the administration amongst which was the Federation of Experi- 
enced Americans. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you communicate with Mr. Malek on this 
project? 

Mr. Evans. I think he knew at some point along the line, but 
certainly was not involved in the — T don’t think he really knew the 
flow of the bids or anything. So I may have talked with him once or 
twice, but not often. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you take any other action on this grant, on 
this contract, besides talking with the Department of Labor? For 
example, did you attempt to get any type of a tax ruling as to the 
charitable status of this organization, any type of ruling as to whether 
contributions to them would be tax deductible ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think we — no, there is no ruling. The only thing 
that I did was that a Mr. George Webster was recommended to me as 
someone who could do the papers and the articles of incorporation 
and could go to the IRS with all of the forms for getting a tax- 
exempt status, which he did, free of charge. But that is the only 
thing that was done with the IRS. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is George Webster ? 

Mr. Evans. He is a lawver in Washington. He’s got a law firm in 
Washington. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Did you contact anybody in the Treasury Depart- 
ment as to whether property donated to FEA — office space — could be 
considered a charitable deduction? 

Mr. Evans. God, I don’t know, Jim. I don’t remember that, but I 
do remember that someone was going to donate office space. And I 
don’t — and I thought that I probably would have talked with George 
Webster about that, but I don’t know if there was any contact with 
the Treasury Department or not. I don’t think there was, but I can’t 
be absolutely sure on that one. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask you some questions about the OEO 
grant. What do you know about that particular grant and what was 
your role in getting FEA funded by OEO ? 

Mr. Evans. OK. I guess what happened was on that, that I know 
of, because I talked with Mr. Binda and Mr. Phillips, the three of us 
talked about the fact that Senator Church had written about doing 
something to help the Spanish-speaking elderly. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is that Mr. Howard Phillips ? 

Mr. Evans. Right. 

Mr. Hamilton. And what was his position ? 

Mr. Evans. At the time, I don’t know whether — I think his posi- 
tion was still — I guess, deputy assistant director or assistant director 
or something along those lines. I don’t even remember exactly what 
his title was, but I think that was before he became director, Jim. I 
am not sure of the exact time sequence. 

Mr. Hamilton. What is Mr. Binda’s full name ? 

Mr. Evans. Jeffrey Binda. 

Mr. Hamilton. And what was his position ? 

Mr. Evans. He was the head of Senior Citizens after — well, I 
don’t know the exact job, but his job was to head up all senior citizens 
programs. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you talk to anybody else over there ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, eventually we talked — I think I talked to a couple 
of people, but I don’t remember the specific names. I know that — 
well, I am not sure whether I talked to, I think it is Mr. Ray Bachelor. 
I may have talked with him. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is he ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t even know what his title is. I can’t be absolutely 
sure on who all we did, but mostly I didn’t talk very much with any- 
body else, and mostly I talked with Mr. Binda- — to some extent 
Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Hamilton. Go ahead. 

Mr. Evans. But in any event, there had been a problem, which sev- 
eral people had raised, with NCOA contract at OEO, in terms of a 
publication they put out under it, which was funded by Government 
money, which took a very hostile position again toward the adminis- 
tration, which I got several inquiries from various White House staff 
on why that was being funded. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who were the inquiries from ? 

Mr. Evans. From Jeff Sheppard and Des Barker. 

So in looking into that I talked with both Binda and Phillips. Phil- 
lips’ response was that the NCOA contract had been a sole source con- 
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tract and that next time it was definitely going to be open to some kind 
of bidding. 

Well then, I guess at some point along there, Mr. Binda was assigned 
to work with the FEA in terms of coming up with a proposal for 
Spanish-speaking elderly, which they did, and eventually that was 
funded. All the specific steps in there I am not aware of. 

Mr. Hamilton. What other participation did you have in the 
process ? 

Mr. Evans. I really didn’t have much other than talking with the 
two of them. And as I say, I may have talked with one or two other 
people on limited occasions, but that is about it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you direct OEO to fund the FEA proposal ? 

Mr. Evans. No, again it wasn’t a direction. It was a give-and-take 
as we talked it out between the various people. 

You couldn’t direct a department or an agency to fund something. 
It just didn’t work that way. You know, if you said you had to do this, 
the response was, “Baloney, we don’t have to do anything.” 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you instruct OEO to limit the contract exten- 
sion with NCOA and upon completion of the contract to award — to 
grant the contract that they had to FEA ? 

Mr. Evans. Again, that was a give-and-take. I certainly said — you 
know — in my opinion that would be desirable. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your testimony that you didn’t give any 
instruction ? 

Mr. Evans. Well again, you know, I guess- — how do you interpret, 
“Yeah, I think that is a good way to go ?” 

But it wasn’t, “You have to do it that way.” Because the response 
to that, as I said before, would be. “No we don’t.” 

Mr. Hamilton. Between the time that FEA first made the contact 
with OEO and the time the grant was actually awarded, did you make 
frequent telephonic contacts with OEO to check on the progress of the 
grant ? 

Mr. Evans. First of all, I guess you would have to define what “fre- 
quent” means. I would say that from time to time I talked with Jeff 
Binda and to a much lesser extent to anybody else. 

Mr. Hamilton. Anybody else being whom ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, being Phillips or possibly Bachelor once or twice, 
you know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who was Phillips’ executive assistant? Was that 
Bachelor ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think so. I — but I don’t know, you know, one of 
the things I am not sure of is, the exact sequence of timing of this. I 
am not sure exactly what Mr. Phillips’ position was. I mean, I don’t 
know who he had as an assistant. You know, later on, he ended up 
getting a guy by the name of McKay or McCabe, but I don’t think 
McKay was there at the time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have any contact with Mr. Eitreim ? 

Mr. Evans. That name is familiar. Now whether I ever talked with 
him — I knew of him through Mr. Binda, but whether I ever talked 
with him, I am not sure. It was certainly limited. 

Mr. Lapham. Do you know who he is ? 

Mr. Evans. Just as I say, I know the name because Mr. Binda men- 
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turned — used to mention it. He dealt with the elderly stuff in OEO. I 
assume he worked for Mr. Binda. 

Mr. Hamilton. What was Mr. Colson’s role in the I)OL and OEO 
matters ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I don’t think he had any role in OEO. In DOL he 
may have — and I don’t even know that he had — this is the case. He may 
have called someone in DOL at one point in time. That is about all. 

Mr. Hamilton. Whom would behave called? 

Mr. Evans. God, it could have been any number of a number of 
people. It could have been Silberman, it could have been Lowell, and 
I guess it could have even been the Secretary. I just don’t know. 

I don’t remember if he did, much less whom. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware that in the fall of 1972, FEA was 
preparing radio spots featuring Burl Ives advertising certain adminis- 
tration programs ? 

Mr. Evans. I was aware that he was preparing or that they were 
preparing radio spots ; yes. I am not sure that that is what they did. 
And I would say again they talked in terms of overall elderly pro- 
grams. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was that being done under the auspices of the 
Department of Labor contract? 

Mr. Evans. No; it is my understanding it was done out of a private 
contribution that they had received. 

Mr. Hamilton. Private contribution from whom ? 

Mr. Evans. Someone from the 3-M Corp., whose name I don’t re- 
member. But they goth $5,000. They got a $5,000 donation. 

Mr. Hamilton. To do that ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, they got a $5,000 contribution. I don’t know if it 
was specifically to do that. 

Mr. Hamilton. So Department of Labor money was not used for 
that ? 

Mr. Evans. That is my understanding. I didn’t get involved in the 
day-to-day operation of the organization, but it is my understanding 
that they relied on the contribution that they received. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, did you ever receive copies of those spots and 
recordings or transcripts of them ? 

Mr. Evans. I did. I received the final tape which, you know, if you 
like, I have no problem with making it available to you. It would 
probably drive you nuts because it is Burl Ives singing Mountain 
Dew. It is not one of the most exciting songs in the world. 

But in any event, they are interesting tapes, and you might want 
to listen to them. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I am going to ask you to produce documents 
and records that you have in relationship to the things we have talked 
about and, in fact, in a day or so, I am probably going to serve you 
a subpena for this material. So I don’t 

Mr. Evans. You don’t have to give me a subpena. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I may do it just because it is the way we do it. 

Is it your understanding that these tapes were politically oriented ? 

Mr. Evans. No; they are not. If you will listen to it, I don’t think 
you will get that impression. The only thing you can say toward the 
political side of it is, that any word that gets out that is positive about 
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what is being done on behalf of older people obviously creates a favor- 
able impression that something is being done on behalf of people who 
are going to vote. So if you want to take that kind of logic, then you 
can say, “Yes, they are political.” But they were certainly much less 
political than most of what was being done by the other organizations 
in terms of their own communications 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know what the distribution of those tapes 
was? 

Mr. Evans. No ; other than I know they were sent to a number of 
radio stations across the country. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know how it was decided what stations they 
were sent to ? 

Mr. Evans. I think the onlv thing I know about that — and this goes 
back to what I said about Todd — was that Todd sent over a list of 
priority States and I think that they were confined to those priority 
States, some number of them. I don’t know what the number was. 
I don’t know, you know 

Mr. Hamilton. So the FEA spots were sent to priority political 
States? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. So then, it is fair to say that the spots did have 
a political purpose? 

Mr. Evans. It is fair to say that, as I went through the step-by-step 
logic before, that any time you get something positive out that 
showed that something is being done on behalf of elderly people, it 
creates a favorable impression, which favors the administration that 
is in power. 

Mr. Hamilton. But the point that I was trying to make, the point of 
my question was, whether or not because the spots were sent to priority 
political States, they were used with a political purpose in mind by 
FEA? 

Mr. Evans. Well I don’t know if I would go that far, Jim. I guess, 
you know, you can draw your own conclusions. 

Mr. Hamilton. I was asking for yours. 

Mr. Evans. My conclusion is that there was good that could be done, 
no matter which States they went to. They had a limited number of 
resources so they went to those particular States. 

Mr. Hamilton. And is it your understanding that the Department 
of Labor money was not used for this project ; it was 3-M money ? 

Mr. Evans. That is my understanding ; yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to show you some documents. The first docu- 
ment I am going to show you is a document dated June 30, 1972. 1 It 
is a memorandum for Charles W. Colson. The subject is “Weekly Staff 
Report.” And it has L. J. Evans on the back page with Bud written 
over it. 

Mr. Evans. Signed by my secretary. 

Mr. Hamilton. Signed by your secretary ? Are you familiar with 
this document ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, it looks like a weekly report, and I assume it is. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is the handwriting on the side Mr. Colson’s? 


1 See Malek exhibit No. 29, p. 8427. 



8447 


Mr. Evans. Yes. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lapham. Are you going to ask him some questions about the 
contents of that ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Lapham. I wonder if I might have a copy of it, and if I could 
look at it ? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Back on the record. 

Now, I would like to focus your attention on item 6. It is on the 
second page. And item 6 says, “The final approval from DOL of the 
$1 million grant to the new aging organization has come in. Regard- 
ing this organization, please see tab B which concerns free office 
space.” 

Now I will read you tab B, 1 because you don’t have it. It is not 
on the copy that we brought in here. But tab B was a memorandum 
from you to Mr. Colson, and it said this : 

I am told that the 'Cafritz Corporation would give us free office space if we 
can assure them that it is tax deductible. Apparently they have had trouble 
getting a ruling from Treasury stating that they could deduct such donated 
property as a charitable contribution. Do you know who in Treasury we could 
get a ruling from? 

Do you remember writing a memorandum of this type to Mr. Colson ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes ; I think that sounds like — I think this fits in with 
what I said earlier, in that he wrote in here, “Check with Webster” 
and I assume that is what I probably did. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you contact anybody in Treasury about it? 

Mr. Evans. Well, again I don’t remember having done that, but 
you know, I can’t say, “Absolutely never talked to anybody in the 
Treasury” kind of thing, but it looks to me like what I did was what 
I originally remembered, was talk to Webster. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now focusing on item 17, and I am going to read 
this into the record: 

I met with Malek concerning the new aging organization and he was very 
impressed and very cooperative in getting his guys to move out in assuring us 
funding at our foe’s expense. However, after having chatted with Todd, he 
raised cries of alarm that such an organization would hurt us politically because 
we would cut funds to Democratic groups, thereby leaving them to criticize us. 
As you are well aware, groups like NOSC are going to criticize us anyway. 
Unfortunately while I told Todd about the organization in confidence, he immedi- 
ately told Flemming, who was particularly upset and called Malek. Malek seems 
to understand the value of the organization and is still working with us, but 
I have had to do some shoring operations with Flemming. I don’t think this 
requires any action on your part, but you should be aware of it. 

I take it that the note at the bottom that says, “Keep Malek on 
board” is from Colson. Is that correct? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask you a question that I asked a little bit 
earlier and that is, what was Malek doing regarding the funding of 
FEA? 

Mr. Evans. To my knowledge he wasn’t doing anything. You know, 
about all he was doing was saying, “Great.” 


1 See p. 8433. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Well, this paragraph says that Malek was coopera- 
tive in getting his guys to move out and assuring “funding at our 
foes’ expense.” 

Mr. Evans. Well I don’t even know what that means in retrospect, 
because I don’t remember him really doing anything for us. I don’t 
know. I just, you know, I can’t give you an answer to that because I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Which foe are you talking about here? 

Mr. Evans. Well, in looking back at it, I don’t know if I am talk- 
ing about a specific foe or if I am talking about organizations that 
were antiadministration in general, you know, that is — as I say, it 
looks to me like all I did was quickly dictate it and my secretary signed 
it, so I probably didn’t even read it, you know, take stuff like that, you 
know, and then to get it into specifics. So I just don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, is it fair to say that you were working on 
limiting the funding to groups like NCSC because they were speak- 
ing out against the administration? 

Mr. Evans. Limiting, certainly, to the extent of trying to keep them 
from getting additional funding. 

Mr. Hamilton. Even if programmatically they were good 
organizations ? 

Mr. Evans. Well this comes down to, if you have two organizations 
that are capable of doing the same work, and you have discretionary 
funds, are you going to, you know, and you have a choice on which one 
you are going to fund, someone who is out to make the administration 
look bad or someone who is out without that purpose, even if it is just 
a neutral purpose of not to do anything political, you take the non- 
political one obviously. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you think FEA came up to the standards of 
NCSC and to the other group, the National Council on Aging, the 
NCOA? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I think then you get into degrees, and I don’t 
know how you answer that one. The question is whether they were 
qualified to do the work, and I think that they were qualified to do 
the work ; yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. What is your opinion as to why Todd was upset ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know. One of the possibilities was that Flem- 
ming was the roommate of Cruikshank, who headed up the National 
Council of Senior Citizens. Todd worked for Flemming and Flem- 
ming was very upset and probably told Todd that he should be upset 
because this might impact negatively on Flemming’s old roommate. 
You know, what is going on in Todd’s mind I can’t tell you. 

Mr. Hamilton. You don’t know if Todd was upset with the caliber 
of the people who were running FEA ? 

Mr. Evans. I have no idea about that. We didn’t talk about it. 

Mr. Hamilton. What was your connection with the people who 
founded and were running FEA ? Did you have some prior connection 
with them ? 

Mr. Evans. I didn’t have prior connections with any of them with 
the exception of Dr. Baker, who is on the board of directors, who had 
started a nursing home and had been very interested in the elderly 
area. So I knew him. 
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Mr. Hamilton. He was the only one that you knew ? 

Off the record for a minute. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Back on the record. 

You said that you felt that FEA was a qualified organization. Are 
you aware of the GAO investigation regarding 

Mr. Evans. I am aware of an investigation. I haven’t seen the report. 

Mr. Hamilton. I am not sure that the report is public yet. I don’t 
think we need to go into all their findings, but I think I should state 
for the record that GAO finds, both in programmatic and financial 
respects, that FEA was deficient and both DOL and OEO have now 
notified FEA that it would not be in the best interest of the Govern- 
ment to refund the present programs of FEA. 

Mr. Lapham. I wonder if that 

Mr. Hamilton. This is not a public document. 

Mr. Lapham. Would it be a public document by the time the tran- 
script of this session is made public? 

Mr. Hamilton. I don’t know. My information is that its publication 
is imminent, but I don’t know when it will be published. 

Mr. Lapham. I wonder if it does become — if that document does 
go into the public domain, whether it might be made an exhibit to this 
executive session so its contents can speak for themselves? We haven’t 
had an opportunity to review it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I think that is fair, and I am going to refer to 
it later on, so I think that is fair. 

I have another memorandum here, and I only have one copy of this, 
so we are going to have to share this, but this is a memorandum dated 
August 31, 1972 from you to Rob Davison, and it says : “Burn before 
reading ; eyes only.” 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 1.*] 

And I would like for you to look at it and, when you are finished 
looking at it, give it back to me for questions. First of all, who is 
Rob Davison ? 

Mr. Evans. He was a member of the personnel staff, I think, work- 
ing with Malek. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why would you be sending this memorandum to 
him? 

Mr. Evans. I think he was responsible for liaison with HEW out 
of Malek’s shop. 

Mr. Hamilton. You didn’t send this memorandum in his connection 
with personnel ? 

Mr. Evans. I assume that he had additional liaison duties with 
HEW. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did this have something to do with his role in 
Malek’s shop, in making the departments and agencies more respon- 
sive to the President’s reelection needs ? 

Mr. Evans. That is what this would indicate ; yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And did you send this memorandum to him to get 
him to act in that regard ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes ; the idea was to motivate him. 


* See p. 8487. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Do you know what Mr. Davison did in response 
to this memorandum ? 

Mr. Evans. No; I don’t know the specifics of it, but the proposal 
never went any place, so I assume that not much was done. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you familiar with a brochure entitled, “The 
President Cares,” a campaign brochure ? I think I have a copy of that. 

Mr. Evans. Well, I think that was one that was done by the re- 
election committee. 

Mr. Lapham. What is the title of that again ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe it is “The President Cares.” 

Mr. Evans. Well, I knew of it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you request that the campaign committee send 
copies of this brochure to FE A so FEA could distribute it ? 

Mr. Evans. No; we talked about that. Todd and I talked about it 
and decided not to. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me show you another memorandum here, to you 
from Dan Todd, and the subject is, “1701 Brochures,” and the date 
is August 18, 1972. Does this memorandum reflect your conversation ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 2. 1 ] 

Mr. Evans. That may reflect it, but we never sent those brochures 
to FEA and I don’t think they ever got to me either. And in fact, 
which makes me think what happened was Todd thought we ought to 
use the FEA to distribute them and I thought that probably would 
not be a good idea in light of their nonpolitical status. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, Mr. Todd’s statement to the committee staff 
was that you requested that the brochures be forwarded to FEA for 
distribution and that Todd forbade such activity. Now does that differ 
from your 

Mr. Evans. I think that is different from mine, but that doesn’t 
surprise me that he would say that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why doesn’t it surprise you? 

Mr. Evans. Well, because Todd and I never saw eye to eye and we 
certainly were not very close. So that kind of snip wouldn’t sur- 
prise me. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to read you some pages from this 
GAO report that I have referred to and I think I should identify it 
for the record better than I have previously. 

This is a report to the Special Committee on Aging and Subcom- 
mittee on Aging, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U.S. 
Senate, concerning an award of a contract and a grant to the Federa- 
tion of Experienced Americans, Inc., and related financial and pro- 
gram activities. The report is by the Comptroller General of the 
United States and the date of the report is May 14, 1974. 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 3. 2 ] 

I would like to read to you page 13 of this report : 

The former Assistant Secretary 

Which is Mr. Lovell. 

advised us that the White House took an active role in directing the Labor 
Department as to how the expansion moneys were to be spent. The White House 


* isee p. 8488. 

* See p. 8489. 
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staff member involved was identified as L. J. Evans, Jr. According to the former 
Assistant Secretary, the White House wanted $13 million in expansion moneys 
to go to organizations considered friendly to the administration. Labor’s initial 
allocation plan did not satisfy this requirement and, according to the former 
Assistant Secretary, Mr. Evans and the former executive assistant — 

And this is to the Assistant Secretary and it is Mr. Brad Reardon. 

worked out a compromise plan which called for awarding a $1 million contract 
to an organization to be selected by the White House. This occurred in February 
1972. 

Now does that passage comport with your recollection of what 
transpired? 

Mr. Evans. No ; not at all. There was a positive effort made on the 
part of Mr. Lovell to determine how to spend that additional $13 mil- 
lion and there was a concern that it would not be expendable within 
that fiscal year and the effort was made in terms of getting a number of 
organizations additional money and FEA was just one of a large pic- 
ture which would include considerable increase for the National 
Retired Teachers Association and some others. So, no, that doesn’t. 

Mr. Lapham. There was a good deal of material in that if it was a 
paragraph that you read. I wonder if it might assist Mr. Evans in 
responding to that question more fully if he could see that ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Lapham. If he could have that material in front of him to read ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes ; I think so. This is the paragraph I read there 
[indicating]. 

Mr. Evans. OK, there are a couple of things in that — first, on the 
directing, there was no way in the world that you could direct — that 
I certainly couldn’t as staff assistant — direct Malcolm Lovell to obli- 
gate funds on behalf of organizations I told him to obligate them to. 
That was a fact of life. 

The second part, the part here “The compromise plan was sup- 
posedly awarding a $1 million contract to an organization selected by 
the White House,” in actual fact Reardon asked me if I didn’t know 
of some organizations that could take more than $1 million. So there 
is a definite conflict in terms of that. 

They were searching for ways to allocate that additional funding 
and the object was not in them limiting to $1 million, it was just the 
other way around. 

Mr. Hamilton. So there was no compromise plan as this report 
states ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I guess, yes; there was a compromise plan. The 
compromise plan was that, as far as I was concerned, no new orga- 
nizations should get more than $1 million just starting off. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, actually FEA got more than $1 million. Did 
you know that ? 

Mr. Evans. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. FEA got $11/2 million. 

Mr. Evans. As a matter of fact I did not know that. I thought they 
got $1 million even. That is the first time I heard that. 

Mr. Hamilton. $1,540,000 for services from 1972 to January 31 of 
1974 

Mr. Lapham. Is that just the DOL contract? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 
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Mr. Evans. They must have gotten a 6-month extension then. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, they might have. I don’t know. 

This GAO report continues on page IS: 

The former Executive Assistant told us the White House wanted Labor to 
cut back and/or terminate funding for two of the Operation Mainstream national 
contractors — the National Council on Aging and the National Council of Senior 
Citizens. 

Now does that statement comport with your recollection of your 
discussions with Mr. Reardon? 

Mr. Evans. It corresponds, as I said earlier, we wanted a propor- 
tional decrease in their increase in funding. If you follow that, an 
additional $13 million on top of the original $13 million. In working 
with that additional $13 million, it was hoped that their increase in 
funding would be of a lesser proportion than their original $13 million 
of funding. 

And I am not even sure how that finally worked out and whether 
that is the case but we certainly talked in terms of that. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is your testimony that you didn’t ask Labor 
to cut back on the funding they now have? 

Mr. Evans. Now, not at all. 

Mr. Hamilton. Or to terminate their funding? 

Mr. Evans. Definitely not. 

Mr. Hamilton. So your testimony is contrary to the testimony that 
is reported here of Mr. Reardon? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I think as I read that it said “and/or” and as I 
read that “and/or” that doesn’t say that I asked them to terminate. 
That says, that to his recollection, I either asked him to cut back what 
they were going to get in terms of an increase or to terminate. And he 
is not sure which. 

So I am not sure this is a conflict. 

Mr. Lapiiam. In fact, that sentence you just read doesn’t refer 
specifically to Mr. Evans, does it? 

Mr. Hamilton. It says : “The former executive assistant.” 

Mr. Lapham. But by that you thought that was a reference to 
Reardon ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I am sorry, it savs : “The former executive assistant 
told us the White House wanted Labor to cut back.” 

Mr. Lapham. So it doesn’t refer specifically to Mr. Evans? 

Mr. Hamilton. No, but the paragraph above it says : “The White 
House staff member involved was identified as L. J. Evans, Jr.” I will 
be happy to let you read those two paragraphs. 

Mr. Lapham. Looking now at the second full paragraph on that 
page ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Evans. Well, as I read that, that may be a conflict if he doesn’t 
mean in terms of cutting back on an increase. 

Mr. Hamilton. The sentence following the sentence that I just read 
states : “He stated that Labor — ” and here the “he” refers to Reardon 
again. 

He stated that Labor had no intention of reducing or terminating funding 
with these groups, primarily because an evaluation report had stated that the 
nationally run contracts were the best segment of the Operation Mainstream 
program in terms of accomplishments and meeting of program objectives. 
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Were you aware at that time that the National Council on Aging 
and the National Council of Senior Citizens had such high ratings 
regarding their performance with Labor? 

Mr. Evans. As a matter of fact my impression was that it was just 
the opposite; that they had placed on a permanent basis — of which 
the purpose of Operation Mainstream is — they had placed on a perma- 
nent basis a much lower percentage of people after the contract expired 
than had other national contractors such as the National Retired 
Teachers Association. I believe we may — I believe you will find in 
the documents that we gave you a report from DOL to that effect, that 
they gave to me. 

Mr. Lapham. Were you familiar, Mr. Evans, if I could interject a 
question— — - 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Lapiiam [continuing]. With the evaluation report? 

Mr. Evans. No, I am not familiar with the specific evaluation report 
but I am familiar with materials that they gave to me which showed 
that the National Council on Aging and the National Council of 
Senior Citizens had the worst placement rate of any of the national 
contractors under that Operation Mainstream program. 

Mr. Hamilton. If you would supply those? 

Mr. Evans. Sure. 

Mr. Hamilton. The GAO report has a section on White House 
involvement and there is a sentence on page 18 that reads as follows : 

Mr. Evans said his only preaward involvement concerning the Labor Depart- 
ment contract consisted of putting certain potential contractors, including FEA, 
in contact with appropriate Department officials. 

Now does that statement, one, comport with your recollection as 
to this DOL contract and, two, comport with your recollection as to 
what you told the GAO? 

Mr. Lapham. Do you want to see that sentence before you respond 
to the question? 

Mr. Evans. This one here? [Pause.] No, one, that doesn’t correspond 
to what I remember saying, because I remember saying that I talked 
with DOL officials regarding the overall Operation Mainstream con- 
tractor situation or granting situation. 

That is very tightly construed. 

Second of all, well, you better give me the second part of the 
question. 

Mr. Hamilton. Does it comport with your recollection as to what 
you told GAO’s investigators? 

Mr. Evans. OK, that is the part of it I just answered. What was 
the other? 

Mr. Hamilton. Does it comport with your recollection of your 
involvement in the DOL contract award? 

Mr. Evans. Not the way it is phrased there. As I just stated, it 
doesn’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. I am not going to read this into the record but on 
pages 18 and 19 of the GAO report there is a section entitled “Labor 
Contract” and I am going to ask Mr. Evans to read the section, which 
consists of five paragraphs and to comment as to whether the state- 
ments contained herein comport with his recollection of his involve- 
ment in the DOL contract award starting right here [indicating]. 
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Mr. Evans. Yes, right here [indicating]. This conflicts with what 
you just asked me. 

Mr. Hamilton. I don’t believe that is clear for the record. 

If something conflicts in there I wish you would read the offending 
sentence and tell me how it conflicts. 

Mr. Evans. Yes, just a minute. [Pause.] Well, OK. First, I would 
ask if I said I first learned of FEA’s contract through a direct con- 
gressional inquiry, how can it later say that I was contacted by FEA 
to discuss the proposed contract and whether they could obtain part 
of the expansion funds. You know, those two are obviously 
inconsistent. 

Mr. Lapham. Wait a minute. I am not sure there is a question 
pending. Is there? 

Mr. Hamilton. The question is, I wanted him to read this particu- 
lar passage, which I think we should insert in the record at this point. 

The passage reads: “Labor Contract” and states: 

Mr. Evans said he first learned of FEA’s contract through a direct congres- 
sional inquiry. He told us that his initial contact with Labor concerning the 
additional funds made available for the Operation Mainstream program occurred 
when he was telephoned by a Department official (whose name he could not 
remember), who inquired as to how the additional funds were to be allocated. 
Mr. Evans said that he suggested that existing contractors be given the addi- 
tional money. 

Mr. Evans told us that sometime after the phone call from Labor two con- 
tractors — FEA and an existing contractor under the Operation Mainstream 
program — called his office and asked how they could obtain part of the expan- 
sion funds. He said he directed the groups to Labor and later a Department 
Official called him to ask how the contract with FEA should be developed. 

Mr. Evans told us that a meeting was arranged in his office between Labor 
and FEA representatives to discuss the proposed contract. He could only re- 
member one other meeting involving the Operation Mainstream program. This 
meeting, held later at the office of the then Assistant Secretary for Manpower, 
involved a review of plans for distributing the Operation Mainstream expansion 
funds. According to Mr. Evans, the meeting was requested by the Assistant 
Secretary. 

Mr. Evans said he never intended any of his actions to be construed as “apply- 
ing pressure” and responded negatively to our questions as to whether he ever, 
directly or indirectly suggested awarding a Department contract to FEA. He 
said that if Labor construed his actions as representing pressure to execute a 
contract with FEA, it was the Department’s error since at no time did he intercede 
on behalf of FEA. 

Now what I would like for you to do is go through that passage 
sentence by sentence and if there is a misstatement in that passage, to 
point it out for the record. 

Mr. Evans. OK. Well, the first sentence is a misstatement. It says 
that he “first learned of FEA’s contract through a direct congressional 
inquiry” and then down below 

Mr. Hamilton. That is a misstatement? You did not say that? 

Mr. Evans. No; the only thing I can think of — well, I don’t even 
know how that relates to it. 

The reason I say that is a misstatement, is that inherent in what is 
written here, it says : 

Mr. Evans told us that sometime after the phone call from Labor two con- 
tractors — FEA and an existing contractor under the Operation Mainstream 
program — called his office and asked how they could obtain part of the expansion 
funds. 
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Now those two, they don’t seem consistent to me. Maybe I am 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, they may not be. Which one is correct if either 
is correct ? 

Mr. Evans. The latter, the one about receiving a phone call regard- 
ing whether they could obtain part of the expansion funds. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, may I have this back for just a second? 
[Pause.] Well, Mr. Evans, did you or anyone in the White House have 
anything to do with the organizing and setting up of FEA? 

Mr. Evans Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it would seem to me that this passage is mislead- 
ing in that situation, that FEA made some type of contact with you 
to find out how they could be funded by Labor ? 

Mr. Evans. Which they did 

Mr. Hamilton. But isn’t the fact of the matter that you were in- 
strumental in having this organization organized to take advantage 
of the expansion money that was now available ? 

Mr. Evans. No ; that is not the fact of the matter. The fact of the 
matter is that I was interested in organizing a new organization for 
a number of purposes, which was set out at the beginning of this ses- 
sion and they include again the ability to reach minorities, elderly, 
the ability to communicate to the elderly in general, the ability to get 
new ideas from new people, young, fresh, vigorous people in the field. 
A number of different purposes. 

It had absolutely no relationship to this specific program. And the 
fact is that this — I don’t believe this specific increase in funding had 
even occurred at the time that we originally started talking about 
forming some kind of new aging organization. 

Mr. Hamilton. The aging organization, FEA, was formed in March 
1972 and this increase in funding took place before that. Isn’t that 
correct? 

Mr. Evans. OK. Now this is correct. However, that does not change 
the fact that this organization was not organized to take — you know, 
for the sole purpose or even for the primary purpose of taking that 
funding into this organization. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that this organization was put 
together partially to have an organization friendly to the administra- 
tion in existence? 

Mr. Evans. It is fair to say that this organization was put together 
so that we — so that there would be a non-hostile organization and that 
the 

Mr. Hamilton. What is your distinction between “friendly” and 
“nonhostile” ? 

Mr. Evans. OK, the distinction between those two is, that you can 
take an active role in being friendly and you can use specific political 
activities such as the National Council of Senior Citizens on behalf of 
McGovern, or you can have a neutral organization such as the Federa- 
tion of Experienced Americans, which did not do political things along 
the lines of the National Council of Senior Citizens. That is the situa- 
tion. It is just neutral. It is not a negative 

Mr. Hamilton. Your testimony then is that FEA was not to be 
friendly, in that it was not supposed to promote the present adminis- 
tration in a political sense ? 
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Mr. Evans. Well, my testimony is that it, in fact, did not do many — 
or any, to my knowledge — of taking any of the political initiatives that 
the Council of Senior Citizens did. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that when this organization was 
conceived and set up that the intention was that it would take advan- 
tage of available Federal moneys? 

Mr. Evans. The intention was, that if there were discretionary funds 
available and if it was held that this organization was qualified to 
obtain those discretionary funds, then in competition with a group 
that was hostile to the administration it would be hoped that this 
organization would receive some degree of 

Mr. Hamilton. And was it the intention that the White House could 
take steps to insure that FEA would receive funding over adminis- 
tration enemies or at the expense of administration enemies ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, it was the intention of the White House that this 
organization would receive some funding to get off the ground. And to 
the extent that it impacted on hostile groups, then it did have a nega- 
tive impact, which wasn’t too great. 

Mr. Hamilton. What was your conception, in terms of what fund- 
ing should result, if one of the hostile groups like the National Council 
of Senior Citizens was performing better, or was able to perform bet- 
ter than FEA? Was it your intention that the FEA would get the 
money then ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, then you get down into degrees, and that is an iffy 
question in terms that the facts, as I knew them, as I stated earlier, 
were that NCSC was not performing well, contrary to what you read 
to me from the executive assistant level. So that didn’t — so that was 
not a consideration at the time. 

Mr. Hamilton. What indication did you have in the spring of 1972 
that FEA was going to be able to perform well? What led you to 
believe it could ? 

Mr. Evans. Well I guess that, first, as I have been told by the De- 
partment of Labor, the subcontractor — the Human Resources Corp., 
I believe, was one of the subcontractors ; the one out in California^— 
was held to be very reputable and they felt it was very capable of doing 
the job. Second, the subcontractor in Florida, the Florida State Uni- 
versity, was also felt to be very capable of doing the job. 

I could only take what knowledge I had at that point in time and 
apply that. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware of Dan Todd’s views that this 
organization was dubious? 

Mr. Evans. I was aware that Dan Todd opposed the concept and I 
previously stated why I thought he opposed the concept. And I think 
it resulted from Flemming’s close relationship to Cruikshank and 
Cruikshank’s opposition to having any new organization, which would 
threaten his domain, come into existence. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you aware of any unusual procedures that led 
to either the DOA contract or the OEO grant ? And when I say “un- 
usual” I mean any types of procedures for processing the contract or 
the grant that were out of the ordinary. 

Mr. Evans. The only thing I knew of was the possibility that 
they pushed through the OEO contract rapidly. As far as abnormali- 
ties, no. I knew that certainly they moved very quickly. 
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Mr. Lapham. I think that question presupposed knowledge on your 
part as to what ordinary grant procedures were. Did you have that 
knowledge ? 

Mr. Evans. No, I didn’t. Good point. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were you told by anyone at either DOL or OEO that 
the procedures that were employed were abnormal, unique? 

Mr. Evans Well, with the exception of what Mr. Binda told me as 
far as the fact that they moved very quickly at OEO and he didn’t 
realize that they could do it that quickly, no. 

Mr. Hamilton. What prompted OEO to work so quickly? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I think it was a combination of things. I had and 
still have a very close working and personal relationship with Mr. 
Binda. Howie Phillips had a very strong interest in limiting NCOA. 
He didn’t feel their contract should have been sole source in the first 
place and he pushed very hard on that. 

I think a combination of those two factors and Mr. Binda’s ability, 
just professional ability. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read you another passage from the GAO 
report, page 15 : 

OEO records show that FEA submitted an unsolicited proposal dated Au- 
gust 31, 1972, for the project. An OEO official advised us that a White House 
staff member, L. J. Evans, Jr., directed OEO to fund the proposal for FEA, 
which was for a major project concerning elderly Spanish-speaking people. 

OEO officials told us that Mr. Evans also instructed OEO to limit its forth- 
coming contract extension with the National Council on the Aging to 6 months 
after which OEO would be expected to award a grant or contract to FEA to 
provide a full range of professional training and technical assistance for OEO 
aging programs that have been provided by the National Council on the Aging 
for many years with funds from OEO and other agencies. 

Now does that statement that I have read to you comport with your 
understanding as to what happened in regard to 

Mr. Lapham. Do you want to see it before you respond ? 

Mr. Evans. I probably ought to. There is one point I can respond 
to right off the bat and that is, and this is a point we already made, I 
think if you think about it, it is just inherently true. No staff assistant 
in the White House can direct, and that is a pretty strong term, any 
department or agency to do that. You just can’t you know. It was not 
the realities of life and you know that just is not the reality of life. 

Mr. Evans. OK, now on the second part of that, this goes back to 
what I was saying about Mr. Phillips’ interest. Mr. Phillips and I 
talked about doing this, and that was my understanding of what Mr. 
Phillips wanted to do and what we agreed would be done. However, 
that obviously is not what happened. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you read for the record the passage regard- 
ing what Mr. Phillips was interested in ? 

Mr. Evans. OK. This talks about “limiting the forthcoming con- 
tract extension with the National Council on Aging for 6 months after 
which OEO would be expected to award a grant or contract to FEA 
to provide a full range of professional training.” 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your testimony that that was Mr. Phillips’ 
idea? 

Mr. Evans. Well, it is my testimony that certainly, it was his idea 
that the National Council of Senior — no, the National Council on 
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Aging had been given a sole source contract and should not receive 
the sole source contract again. And that it was our agreement that one 
of the ways around it and the way that he wanted to approach the 
problem was through this mechanism. 

Mr. Hamilton. May T have that back ? 

Now as for FEA’s qualifications, for the OEO contract, I would like 
to read to you from a memorandum dated November 17, 1972 by 
Irven M. Eitreim, chief, older persons program, Office of Operations, 
OEO. 

f The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 4.*] 

And in this memorandum Mr. Eitreim says : 

In summary, I have the following reservations about this grant : 

(1) 1 consider the grantee to be totally unqualified to do the job ; 

(2) I think the grant can produce nothing that is not already well researched 
and tested. It is a weak, poorly designed plan and quite inappropriate for the use 
of section 232 funds ; 

(3) The budget of $399,839 is grossly excessive. A planning grant of this nature 
Should not exceed $75,000 to $90,000 ; 

(4) The urgency and secrecy with which the grant was pushed through were 
highly irregular. Never in my long experience in the Federal Government have I 
experienced anything approaching the impropriety of this grant transaction ; 

(5) I sense that I have been “used” as a professional program specialist and 
titular head of OEO’s older persons programs, and as a veteran civil servant to 
give this grant some semblenee of legitimacy and suspect that my professional 
reputation may be damaged as a result ; 

(6) I am appalled by the remaining possibility that we may have to award a 
grant or contract to FEA for highly complex and sophisticated professional T and 
TA services needed by our aging program grantees. FEA does not have and cannot 
within a period of several years, if ever, acquire an acceptable degree of com- 
petence to perform these functions. I am convinced this course would be utterly 
destructive to our aging programs. An award to FEA for this purpose would of- 
fend the entire aging constituency in the country, knowledgeable members of both 
parties in the Congress and our own CAA’s and SCS programs. No service at all 
would be preferable to a contract with FEA both from the programmatic and 
political standpoints. 

Mr. Lapiiam. When is that dated ? 

Mr. Hamilton. November 1972, November 17. 

Mr. Lapham. Who is it to ? 

Mr. Hamilton. A memorandum to the record by Irven Eitreim. 

Now my question is. Were vou aware in the fall of 1972 of such strong 
staff obiections in OEO to FEA’s competence? 

Mr. Evans. Not in any way. 

Mr. Hamilton. This is totally new to you? 

Mr. Evans. That is the first time I ever heard of it. As a matter of 
fact, as it was related to me, if I remember it, Mr. Binda told me that 
while this particular person had some reservations at first, he was — he 
had expressed support of the way the proposal had been written in 
the end. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you talking about Eitreim ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. Which surprises me. I mean, this surprises me. It 
is totally contrary to what 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you ever have any personal conversations with 
Eitreim ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t remember if I did, and I would judge he cer- 
tainly didn’t circulate that if it was on the record. 


See p. 8530. 



8459 


Mr. Hamilton. Let me ask you again and this is redundant to an 
earlier question, but do you have any evidence that the way this grant 
was handled at OEO was “highly irregular” to use Mr. Eitreim’s 
term ? 

Mr. Evans. The only thing that I knew of was what Mr. Binda told 
me about, you know, it had really moved through very quickly. You 
know, that seems to go to one of the points of that memorandum but 
that is all I remember. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now Mr. Evans, there is a statement in the GAO 
report on page 18 under the heading, “White House Involvement” and 
the statement reads : “Mr. Evans denied any prior knowledge of the 
OEO grant award and any involvement in the grant’s proposal phase.” 
Is that a true statement of what you told the GAO ? 

Mr. Evans. It doesn’t sound true to me at all. You know, I don’t 
know what it goes on to say, but I certainly talked to Mr. Binda and 
I am sure I told them that I talked with Mr. Binda. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read you the entire GAO statement as to 
your participation in the OEO grant. Let me read the statement as to 
what you told them about your participation in the OEO grant : 

Mr. Evans denied any knowledge or involvement in the award of the OEO 
grant fco the FEA. He did acknowledge that he had complained to the Deputy 
Director of OEO — 

I take it Mr. Phillips? 

Mr. Evans. Yes ; I guess so. 

Mr. Hamilton [continues reading] : 

about the lack of OEO assistance for programs for Spanish-speaking elderly. 
He said that he had received an inquiry from a U.S. Senator concerning the lack 
of assistance programs for the Spanish-speaking elderly. Mr. Evans said that 
the OEO Deputy Director called to advise him that a grant had been made to 
FEA for a program to aid the Spanish-speaking elderly. He said he told the 
OEO official that he was pleased since it was, in his view, something that would 
help the elderly and would also satisfy the inquiry from the Senator. He denied 
having anything to do with the approval. 

Mr. Evans. Well, I didn’t have anything to do with the approval. 
I still deny that. 

Mr. Hamilton. But you don’t deny now 

Mr. Evans. I don’t deny that I talked to Mr. Binda and I am sure 
I told them I talked to Mr. Binda and I don’t understand why that 
is not in there. In fact, they even asked me specifically, I think, whether 
I talked to Mr. Binda and the specific reponse was, “I did.” I think 
they went beyond that and asked a number of specific other people 
because I talked with them 

Mr. Hamilton. There is a passage on page 17 of the GAO report 
that is contrary to the statement on page 19 that I just read to you. 
This passage on page 17 recounts what the GAO was told by the 
executive assistant 

Mr. Evans. The executive assistant to whom? 

Mr. Hamilton. Just a second. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Frankly this is not clear in the GAO report, exactly 
whom we are talking about. That is why I asked you a minute ago 

Mr. Freedman. It doesn’t refer to Reardon ? 
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Mr. Hamilton. It says : “Executive Director for the former Asso- 
ciate Director for Program Review.” That was Phillips ; he was the 
executive assistant to Phillips. 

Mr. Evans. Is that Binda ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I am not sure. He is not named in the GAO report. 

Mr. Evans. It mav be Binda. 

Mr. Hamilton. Anyway let me read the passage to you : 

The executive assistant told us the FEA proposal was first brought to his 
attention by the OEO Deputy Director, and that he met FEA’s President at the 
initial meeting at Mr. Evans’ office. He said that, after OEO received the pro- 
posal, Mr. Evans telephoned him to express his support for FEA and then had 
frequent contact with him until the grant was awarded. 

Does that statement comport, with vour recollection as to what 
happened ? 

Mr. Evans. It comports to the extent that I talked with Mr. Binda 
a number of times, if that relates to Mr. Binda. Of course there was 
a lot in there, and I am not sure I have that all down so that everything 
comports to it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have frequent contact with Mr. Binda? 

Mr. Evans. Yes; frequent in terms of possibly once a week. 

Mr. Hamilton. For what period of time? 1 

Mr. Evans. God, I don’t know. I talked — Mr. Binda, as I said, was 
a close personal friend as well, so I talked with Mr. Binda, you know, 
quite a while for a long period of time, not necessarily about this. So, 
you know, I can say that I still talk to him. 

. Mr. Hamilton. And again, what is perhaps a redundant question, 
but the nature of these contacts was what ? Were you urging that the 
matter be pushed further for the FEA ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, it wasn’t, you know, it was a matter — I guess as 
that is told, and this may be right, I may have talked with Phillips 
Urst. I am not sure and then Phillips and I made an agreement. And 
I think Phillips told Binda to go ahead. And I think I certainly, when 
Binda called me or something, I said, “Yes, I think that it is a good 
idea” or something. You know, I — we talked and I certainly would not 
have said “don’t fund FEA” if asked, but where you go from there I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. But your testimony was that you were not instruct- 
ing or directing OEO to fund FEA ? 

Mr. Evans. As I said, you know, you couldn’t in reality do that. It 
was always a give-and-take, and it had to be for exactly the reason 
that came out in that letter from Eitreim, and I was not aware of that, 
and that was, you know, certainly you hope that, as you just had a 
give-and-take with it, it would work out in a natural, you know, logi- 
cal, normal way of process- 

Mr. Hamilton. Was your interview or interviews with the GAO 
recorded by a recorder making a verbatim transcript ? 

Mr. Evans. No, it wasn’t. And I am surprised that they don’t have 
in there that I talked with Binda, because I think they asked me a 
direct question about that. In fact I remember telling them point blank 
that Mr. Binda was a personal friend of mine. 

Mr. Hamilton. How many times did you speak with GAO 
representatives ? 
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Mr. Evans. Once. 

Mr. Hamilton. When ? 

Mr. Evans. About 45 minutes, I guess. 

Mr. Freedman. Was that in person or by telephone ? 

Mr. Evans. It was in person. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know of any pressures put on the AOA to 
get this other project funded ? 

Mr. Evans. To the extent that I think that Mr. Colson called 
either — I think he called Jonathan Moore over there, over at HEW, 
special assistant to Richardson. 

Mr. Hamilton. And what was the nature of that conversation? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know. I wasn’t there. I wasn’t privy to it. I don’t 
even know if they actually ever talked. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know why the matter was not funded ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, no, I just assumed that they decided that they 
couldn’t do it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know why they decided they couldn’t do it? 

Mr. Evans. No, I don’t know the specifics. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if Mr. Davidson made any specific 
contacts with HEW on the matter ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like to show you a document dated Octo- 
ber 3, 1972, to David Brody, who is the president of FEA and from 
Hugh Brenneman. Who is Mr. Brenneman ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 5.*1 

Mr. Evans. I believe he was the director of the Michigan Profes- 
sionals Association, I think. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me read this letter into the record : 

Enclosed is a budget which I think will permit us to prepare and distribute 
401 radio programs as per the attached schedule. 

Because of the time element we are proceeding on the basis of the budget so 
if you disapprove in any respect, please call me instantly, if not sooner ! Also you 
are receiving either with this mail or separately a copy of the scripts being used. 

As soon as we have the first complete set of dubs made, we will send a couple 
copies to you and one to Bud. I have only scheduled 390, which will give us an 
extra seven for any special stations who request use of the program. 

My question is, first of all, why would copies of these dubs be sent 
to you? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I received the tapes, as I told you earlier. 

Mr. Hamilton. That is right. Why did you receive the tapes ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, because I was very interested in communicating 
what was available for the elderly to the elderly and that is what this 
does. And I wanted to see, you know, how it did it. It is a good idea. 
I still think it is a good idea. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have any discussions with either Mr. Brody 
or Mr. Brenneman about the beneficial political fallout of these tapes ? 

Mr. Evans. I am sure I said “This is great,” you know, “the more 
we get older people to know about what the benefits they had available 
to them, the more favorable” — you know. 

Mr. Hamilton. What do you think the primary purpose of these 
tapes was? 
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Mr. Evans. The primary purpose was to inform all the older people 
of what their benefits were. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your testimony that the primary purpose was 
not political? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. As you understood it ? 

Mr. Evans. I think that was a secondary purpose in terms of how 
positive an impression that makes upon people. 

Mr. Hamilton. Gordon, I think I am about through on this. Have 
you got any questions ? 

Mr. Freedman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why don’t we take a little break of, say, 10 minutes ? 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Lapham had a statement about a document. 
Whv don’t you identify it ? 

Mr. Lapham. It is a document previously referred to by Mr. Hamil- 
ton dated August 31, 1972, and it is a memorandum for Rob Davison 
from Mr. Evans, a one-page memorandum.* It started with the sen- 
tence : “Attached is a proposal which the Federation of Experienced 
Americans submitted to Commissioner Martin of the Administra- 
tion on Aging today.” And according to my notes, before that document 
was exhibited to Mr. Evans, he was asked whether or not he recalled 
that there was an FEA grant proposal made to HEW or to any one of 
HEW constituent agencies. And according to my notes, again, his 
answer was that he remembered that there was an idea for a com- 
munications proposal but he doesn’t recall whether that idea reached a 
proposal stage. And I now want to ask Mr. Evans whether, having 
seen that document which I just identified, his recollection is refreshed 
as to whether the idea did, in fact, reach a proposal stage? 

Mr. Evans. The answer is it must have reached some form that he 
could call a proposal. It is still my recollection that it mostly is a 
preliminary proposal, not a full formal one. But call it what you 
might, we can say it was a proposal in light of this memo. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe it was your testimony that you did not 
recall or do not now recall what happened to this proposal and why 
it was rejected ? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Evans. That is correct, yes. I just know that there was a lot 
of opposition to it in HEW and we just dropped the matter. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, do you know the nature of the opposition? 

Mr. Evans. No; other than — now they felt that it would be con- 
sidered political at that late date, but I don’t know any other more 
specifics on it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know if the people at HEW had any ob- 
jections as to the qualifications of FEA ? 

Mr. Evans. They didn’t mention it, at least not to me. Actually 
I didn’t talk with them, so I don’t even know — no, I don’t. 

Mr. Freedman. Was Dr. Flemming opposed to funding FEA? 

Mr. Evans. Dr. Flemming was not at HEW at that time. Dr. Flem- 
ming was opposed to fundinsr of FEA. particularlv in terms of im- 
pacting upon the National Council of Senior Citizens for reasons 
already stated. 


* See Evans exhibit No. t. p. 8487. 
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Mr. Hamilton. The next subject I want to talk to you about concerns 
a number of brochures that were published in 1972 by various depart- 
ments and agencies of Government. And it is my understanding that 
a brochure was published by HEW — SSA; one by the Department of 
Agriculture ; one by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment; one by the Department of Labor: one by ACTION; one by 
OEO ; and one by the Veterans’ Administration, and perhaps there 
were others. Do you know of any other brochures that were published 
besides the ones that I have just mentioned by departments or agencies 
of Government? 

Mr. Evans. Jim, no ; to the extent that I am not sure of the specific 
lists of agencies or departments that published them and I am not sure 
as to specifically the Social Security Administration brochure men- 
tioned in there. 

Mr. Hamilton. That involved Project FIND. 

Mr. Evans. OK; I know that thev did that. I didn’t have too much 
impact on that one. That was handled mostly by Dr. Flemming and 
Vicky Keller. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think the best way to get into my questions about 
these brochures is to let you tell us generally what you know about 
these brochures, how the ideas for these brochures originated, who 
originated the ideas, what were the purposes behind the brochures 

Mr. Evans. OK. 

Mr. Hamilton. How they were used, where they were distributed to, 
who paid for them, what the total costs were, if you remember, et cetera. 

Mr. Lapham. There are quite a few questions there. 

Mr. Hamilton. It is a lot of questions, but the reason I pose it this 
way is that I think the fairest thing is to let him tell us, basically, what 
he knows about these brochures and then I will ask him specific ques- 
tions. I am just trying to give him a general framework in which to 
talk. I can ask specific questions, but I think this is probably the 
fairest way. 

Mr. Evans. Basically this goes back to my thought on — there has got 
to be a better way to tell older people what is available to them in the 
Government. That is what Project FIND was all about and it located 
in excess of 50,000 isolated elderly. I don’t know what the final figure 
came out to be, but a large number of isolated elderly were nqt taking 
advantage of benefits that were available to them. 

The same thing applied to a number of aging programs and a num- 
ber of other agencies and departments. And we attempted, in the White 
House, to take sort of a coordinating role and try to make sure that 
this kind of information did get circulated to older people. And that 
led to a number of brochures. I don’t remember which specific agencies 
or departments put them out but there was a number of brochures. 

I took a lead role in trying to make sure, as a sort of the head of the 
senior citizens’ effort at the White House, or trying to make sure that 
these kinds of words did get out to older people. That is sort of a basic 
overall framework. I will let you take it into specifics. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, my initial question, is it your testimony that 
the principal motivation behind these brochures was informational 
and not for political purposes ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes; my testimony is that that is the prime motive. 
That is not saying that you don’t have a political impact as a result 
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of getting out the word on what is available to older people. In addi- 
tion, I think, it is fair to say that while there were a number of good 
substantive reasons for that, when you are working within the con- 
straints of the White House staff — at that time you often needed to try 
to convince other people to work with you and motivate them. And in 
order to motivate them you had to use political reasons because a 
number of the people were political. So, I often used both substantive 
and political reasons when talking to various White House staff mem- 
bers or anybody on the administration’s staff. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you originate the ideas for the brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t remember how exactly they originated. I may 
not have originated it. Someone else may have mentioned it to me as 
being a good idea. But I probably pushed harder than anyone else who 
had a bearing on it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you recall that the idea for the brochures was 
originated at the campaign committee ? 

Mr. Evans. Oh, no, we started working on this in October of 1971. 
I think that was before the campaign committee was even formed, 
wasn’t it? 

Mr. Hamilton. No; the campaign committee was formed in May of 
1971. 

Mr. Evans. OK ; but it definitely came long before. There wasn’t 
anybody looking up senior citizens in the campaign committee at that 
point in time and if there was, it didn’t come out of there. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is your testimony that the request for the 
brochures did not emanate from Dan Todd ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes ; that is my testimony. 

Mr. Hamilton. And you would hold to that testimony if I would 
tell you Todd’s testimony was to the contrary ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes ; I would. I don’t know what he bases his testimony 
on but I certainly don’t remember a specific request from him dating 
back before October, or it may even have been sooner, when George 
Bell and I first talked about this. So, you know, I guess to my recol- 
lection at this point in time — no, he didn’t. I didn’t remember any par- 
ticular request from him. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was there an attempt to make the contents of the 
brochures as political as possible ? 

Mr. Evans. No ; there was an attempt to quote the President, as far 
as using a quote that showed that older people should be utilized as 
an asset and not looked on as a drain to the country. And he had some 
very good quotes ; I don’t remember what were put on the brochures, 
but I know that there were some quotes on the brochures. But other 
than that, I don’t think there is any way that they would be con- 
strued as being political. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did the brochures inform the recipients as to the 
programs available to them, or did they just state 

Mr. Evans. Very much so. 

Mr. Hamilton [continuing]. State that the President was interested 
in the elderly ? 

Mr. Evans. No: thev stated them very much. As I recall them, they 
listed the programs that were available and they also gave addresses 
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on where to write to get additional information on it. I wish I had 
those. Do you have copies of those ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Actually I haven’t got copies of the specific bro- 
chures yet, but I will be doing that soon. 

Mr. Evans. Well. I think you will find them very nonpolitical. That 
is certainly my recollection of them. I think they are quite good. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, my question is, Was an attempt made to make 
them as political as possible and still 

Mr. Evans. Not beyond the extent of having them quote from the 
President. 

Mr. Hamilton. Quote from the President ? 

Mr. Evans. That is right. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was any attempt made to stage the distribution of 
these brochures for political impact ? 

Mr. Evans. We tried to distribute them as far and wide as we 
could. It wasn’t limited to anything to my recollection. It was just as 
many as they had mailing lists to distribute to — -they distributed them. 

Mr. Hamilton. But was it staged? In other words, would you dis- 
tribute one in August, one in September, one in October ? 

Mr. Evans. That was only in terms of the production schedule as it 
came out of those department agencies. Some department agencies 
were more efficient than others and got them done quicker. As I say, 
we started in October of 1971 and most of them didn’t come out until 
summer of 1972. It took us like 6 months to get the damn things 
through the agencies and departments. And as I said, I was working on 
that one when I still reported to Mr. Bell. It was just a long, hard, 
tedious job and I think it was a good one. 

Mr. Hamilton. But is it your testimony that these documents, these 
brochures, were not staged in regard to their distribution for political 
impact ? 

Mr. Evans. They certainly were not staged as far as time and it is 
my recollection that they were not staged in terms of distribution 
either. 

Mr. Hamilton. What I am talking about is the time of distribution. 

Mr. Evans. No ; that was just a factor of — we wanted to get it out 
in the winter of 1971 and it took so long to get the damn things through 
the bureaucracy until they didn’t get out until the summer of 1972 and 
that is not out of any conscientious effort. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is your testimony that the fact these brochures 
were put out in the summer of 1972 was only due to production sched- 
ules and not due to political purposes ? 

Mr. Evans. It certainly wasn’t due to any conscious effort on my 
part and I assume there was no one else that was controlling that in 
any place that I didn’t know about. As far as I know, no. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I am going to show you some documents. The 
first document I want to show you is a document which is dated 
April 14, 1972, labeled “Confidential.” And the title is “Proposed 
Communication Support Program for the Older Americans Divi- 
sion, Committee for the Re-Election of the President.” There is hand- 
writing up here that I believe is by Dan Todd. Is that correct ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. G.*] 


See p. 8536. 
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Mr. Evans. It looks like it could be. I am not able — it looks like 
his “T”. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he make a “T” like that ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. First of all, have you ever seen this document 
before ? 

Mr. Lapham. There are a number of pages attached in that. Is that 
all one ? 

Mr. Hamilton. That is all one document. 

Mr. Evans. Yes. I think I did see this at times when it was 

Mr. Hamilton. The document doesn’t indicate who the author was. 
Do you know who the author was ? 

Mr. Evans. No ; I was not the author. I assume it was drawn up by 
Todd. The other person that worked in that area was Rhatican. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is Rhatican ? 

Mr. Evans. 'Bill Rhatican, I think, was a staff assistant to the Presi- 
dent. And I think he worked on — he worked along these lines too, but 
I don’t know that. There may have been two of these put together also. 
One by Rhatican and one by Todd. 

Mr. Hamilton. But this is basically a campaign document. You 
would agree with that, by the title ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And page — actually, the document that I have 
doesn’t have a page number, but I believe it is page 18 — there is an 
item there and that item is entitled, “Brochures/Direct Mail,” and 
under this heading is another heading entitled “Government Agen- 
cies,” and the entry under that reads : 

Each agency who has senior citizen programs will be asked to produce an infor- 
mational brochure stating just exactly what the agency can do for older Ameri- 
cans. One will be released every 2 weeks beginning September 1. The agencies 
who will be asked to participate are : Action ; HEW ; HUD ; DOT ; OEO ; Agri- 
culture, Labor. 

This document indicates on its face, I think it is a fair reading, that 
the plan to distribute these informational brochures was essentially 
campaign strategy and it also indicates on its face that the distribu- 
tion of the documents would be timed so as to have campaign impact. 
Now I believe that both of those indications are contrary to your 
previous testimony. I wonder if you would comment? 

Mr. Evans. Yes; certainly I disagree with your statement, No. 1, 
in that that is what this document says. But the fact that this docu- 
ment says it — released on April 14, 19t2, a full 6 or 7 months after we 
started working on getting out informational brochures to older 
people — doesn’t mean that that is the way that it was planned, con- 
ceived, thought of, or the reason behind any action that occurred in 
October of 1971. And I would say that this looks like an effort on 
Dan Todd’s part to take credit for something that had been started 
7 months earlier that he had nothing to do with except knowledge. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your testimony that Dan Todd had no partici- 
pation in the production of these brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. The only participation that I remember was that he 
knew about it and it happened to turn out that it was going to be 
coming out during the late summer of 1972, but we could no more have 
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scheduled the production of these brochures to have been 2 weeks from 
each agency and department than a man on the moon could have. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now let me read you another memorandum dated 
April 11, 1972, a memorandum for Bud Evans from Dan Todd, sub- 
ject “USG materials” which I take it is U.S. Government materials : 
“On March 30 at the meeting with myself and Bill Novelli” — who is 
Bill Novelli? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 7.*] 

Mr. Evans. He was at the reelection committee and dealt with PR 
kinds of things. 

Mr. Lapham. Do you have the date of that ? 

Mr. Hamilton. April 11, 1972. 

It states: 

On March 30 at the meeting with myself and Bill Novelli, you committed to 
providing us with : (a) A draft memo to all agency PIO’s” — 

Which I take it is public information offices — 

outlining your brochure program and setting forth guidelines for same; (b) a 
master timetable for the preparation and release of the brochures; and (c) some 
samples of work in progress. To date, we have received nothing. It is difficult, if 
not impossible, for us to proceed on our overall plan, which, per our discussion, 
is designed to incorporate and politicize your efforts, absent these materials. 
When may we expect them? 

Would you comment on that in light of your previous testimony ? 

Mr. Evans. OK. My comment still is as I remember — let me see that 
memo again. [Pause.] Now taking April 11, which is still 7 months 
behind or after we started the effort to get the materials out, now the 
fact that the materials were not still out at that point in time was a dis- 
appointment to me; OK? Because I thought they would be out long 
before then because I didn’t want them to look political. Now, the fact 
that they weren’t out was thought to be very advantageous in terms of 
getting them out during the campaign, I am sure, as is obvious by this. 

I am sure they communicated that to me and I am sure I, in turn, 
in order to keep them motivated in supporting the whole project, said : 
“Yes ; you know we will try to do anything that we can to get them out 
as soon as possible.” The object at that point being to get them out 
within the next couple of months, which still didn’t happen. 

I don’t remember when the first one went out but I don’t think it 
went out until the end of June or July sometime. I guess what I am 
saying is, any of these efforts didn’t, because of bureaucratic inertia, 
impact on what happened within the bureaucracies; and it couldn’t 
have an impact upon what happened within the bureaucracies even if 
I wanted them to, because there was no way to change those wheels, 
which were slowly grinding away, and certainly that was not the 
reason that they were conceived of in the first place. You know, they 
just weren’t. 

They may have happened to fit into that overall plan, and I certainly 
wouldn’t have turned them off in light of that but that wasn’t the origi- 
nal conception. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think it was your testimony before I showed you 
this memorandum that Todd was not involved in the production of 
this material. 


* See p. 8563. 
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Mr. Evans. He wasn't. I still would say that. The only thing that 
I can think of is he may have tried with Novelli to change the produc- 
tion of whatever brochure the campaign committee issued — not to be 
competitive with what the government brochures were coming out with 
on a f actual basis. 

Mr. Hamilton. I have another memorandum here that I would like 
you to look at and it is your memorandum in response to Dan’s. It is 
a confidential memorandum, dated April 13, 1972, for Dan Todd from 
Mr. Evans, subject, “USG materials.” It responds to the memorandum 
that was previously entered into the record. 

Why don’t you read this ? I’ve got a couple of passages in here that 
I would like to ask you questions on. 

TThe document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 8.*] 

Mr. Evans. This basically supports what I said. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you through with it ? 

Mr. Lapiiam. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Go ahead. Take your time. [Pause.] 

There are two sentences in here I would like to read into the record 
and ask you to comment on them. You write — actually three sentences. 
You write : 

As you know, the draft memorandum to agency PIO’s is being sent by Des 
Barker, and therefore requires his approval. It is his feeling that we should not 
set forth guidelines for development of these brochures in the memorandum, or 
even request that a brochure be developed therein, because it would give the 
PIO’s grounds for not giving the information we desire. 

Then skipping down — 

In light of Barker’s insistence that we not request brochures for the PIO’s 
until after they have completed their compilations and write-ups, I did not, and 
do not, feel that it would be helpful to any of the parties involved to review 
the draft memo. 

I don’t understand what this means that “we shouldn’t set forth 
guidelines for development of these brochures in this memorandum 
or even request that a brochure should be developed therein, because 
it would give PIO’s grounds for not giving information required.” 
Whv would that be. so ? 

Mr. Evans. In other words, that is basically going to the political 
or nonpolitical point. And I had worked for a long time, long before 
this came up to make sure that brochures which helped older people 
got out to older people. And I was attempting in a political way, with 
a little “p,” to tell them that we were not going to politicize those 
brochures and they could talk about any guidelines or anything else 
they wanted to put on them, but that wasn’t the way they were going 
to go. They were already in process and they were going to come out 
the way they were in process. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it it is not your interpretation of the passage 
that you wrote that because the brochures might turn out to be politi- 
cal, you would not give the PIO’s a reason to object to their 
preparation ? 

Mr. Evans. But they were preparing them. We didn’t prepare the 
brochures. They prepared the brochures. They did all the work. And 
what I was saying there, I wasn’t going to give Novelli a chance to 
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review the preparation, not that I wasn’t going to give the PIO’s a 
chance. 

Mr. Hamilton. Right ; I understand. I am not going to ask you any 
questions about this next item, but I would like for you to identify it. 
It is a document that is undated and is entitled “General Brochure 
Guidelines.” Have you ever seen this document ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 9. 1 ] 

Mr. Evans. I think this was done by Barker’s shop. And, yes, I think 
I saw it. I think it was done in conjunction with Barker’s shop and, 
you know, I guess that was the general overall outline. Again it doesn’t 
show the political side. It just wasn’t political. 

Mr. Hamilton. I’ve got another memorandum I would like to show 
you dated June 7, 1972. It is a memorandum for you and Webster 
Todd, who was Dan Todd, I take it ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 10. 2 ] 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. From William D. Novelli. The subject is “Govern- 
ment. White Papers and Brochures on Older Americans.” I would 
like, I think — before I ask you any questions on this, I would like you 
to look at it. I’m sorry I don’t have more than one on these things. 

Mr. Evans. Which? The whole thing? 

Mr. Hamilton. Why don’t you look at the whole thing? [Pause.] 

Are you ready ? I believe you testified that Mr. Novelli was in the 
campaign committee. 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. I believe he was with the November group. Isn’t 
that correct ? 

Mr. Evans. OK. 

Mr. Hamilton. The first line reads: “This is to review the status 
of this project and to suggest how we might proceed.” 

Why was Mr. Novelli of the campaign committee interested in the 
status of your Government brochures project and involved in sug- 
gesting how to proceed ? 

Mr. Evans. Well I think that was in terms of, you know, how they 
were still trying to make an impact on the brochures. And on June 7, 
which was the date of that, it was way beyond making an impact. I 
don’t know when — as I said, I don’t remember exactly when the first 
brochure came out, but it was sometime around the end of June or 
July, someplace in there. And that means it already was in press. So 
the impact of that is nil. 

Why was he doing this? Well, he had, I guess, contracted with the 
reelection committee to come up with a good PR plan and everybody, 
I guess, was trying to jump on the bandwagon on it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, under the heading “Background”, the first 
item, there is this statement : 

We are all In agreement that brochures produced and distributed by govern- 
ment departments and agencies will be important in persuading older voters to 
re-elect the President. These brochures will be non-partisan enough to break 
through the election year aversion to political rhetoric, but will be stronglv sup- 
portive of the President. 


1 See p. 8565. 

2 See p. 8506. 
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As you would interpret that passage 

Mr. Evans. That indicates that he thought it would be. 

Mr. Hamilton. That these brochures would have a strong political 
purpose ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I think you have to look at the brochures, and you 
will see them soon, I hope. The political impact of those brochures is, 
as we have stated, the more people know that there are positive things 
that are available for them to take advantage of, obviously, the more 
people are favorably disposed toward the incumbent. Other than 
that, I think the political impact is minimal. And I think you will 
see the way they are written ; it is very nonpolitical. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Novelli, in the second section of this memoran- 
dum, which is entitled “Next steps,” sets out the structure of the 
brochures. Why was Novelli involved in the structure of the brochures 
or setting out steps as to how the brochures should be produced ? 

Mr. Evans. Probably at Dan Todd’s request, but you saw the struc- 
ture thing. Now, was there a date on that structure thing? 

Mr. Hamilton. Right here — June 7. 

Mr. Evans. No ; I am talking about this one right here [indicating]. 
I don’t know what the date on this was, but I believe you will find that 
this, which is called “General Brochure Guidelines,” went out long be- 
fore this [indicating], and if that had already gone out and the bro- 
chures were already being printed on June 7, which I assume you will 
find most of them were, I question the impact that he would have had. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, this memorandum [indicating] was sent to 
you. Did you take his suggestions and pass them on to various agencies ? 

Mr. Evans No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Or did anybody in the White House pass them on 
to the various agencies ? 

Mr. Evans. I certainly doubt it, because I think the guidelines had 
already been sent out long before that. 

Mr. Hamilton. On page 3, under section 3, which is entitled “Dis- 
tribution, Timing, and Coordination,” this sentence appears : “We can 
indirectly check copy and also stagger the release of the brochures to 
insure a steady stream between now and late September.” Why was 
Novelli involved in scheduling the release of the brochures? 

Mr. Evans. Well, as I testified, you couldn’t schedule the release of 
the brochures, so that was whistling in the wind. 

Mr. Hamilton. And it is your testimony you made no attempt to 
schedule the release of the brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. I tried to schedule them as soon as they could 
possibly get them out. 

Mr. Hamilton. But not staggered for political impact? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I don’t think I ever contacted an agency or de- 
partment. I think I thought it would be nice if they came out that 
way and that great 

Mr. Hamilton. It is your testimony you took no steps to get them 
to come out? 

Mr. Evans. To the best of my recollection, I didn’t call any agency 
or department. 

Mr. Hamilton. I have a June 14, 1972, memorandum for Bud Evans 
from Dan Todd ; subject “USG Brochures.” It states : “In order that 
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my field people can obtain adequate numbers of the aging brochures, I 
have advised them to use incumbent USS and MC as vehicles.” 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 11. l ] 

Mr. Evans. What is that ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I was going to ask what does USS and MC stand 
for ? Do you have any idea ? 

Mr. Evans. No ; 1 don’t know. It is for me — USS and MC ? No, I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. You have no idea what those terms refer to? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Hamilton [continues reading] : 

So that I may tell them what to ask for, can you please provide me with a 
schedule showing: Title, agency, publication date, GPO number, and subject? 

Again, doesn’t this memorandum show that Dan Todd was 
involved ? 

Mr. Evans. It sure shows he was trying to be involved. I don’t think 
he had much impact. You know, if you’ve got something to the con- 
trary that can refresh my memory, I would like to see it. 

Mr. Hamilton. I take it that memorandum does indicate to you that 
these aging brochures were going to be used for political purposes? Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Evans. No ; I think that what that indicates is that Dan Todd 
felt that this would be something that would be nice for him to take 
credit on. 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 12. 2 ] 

Mr. Hamilton. But the memorandum says, “In order that my field 
people can obtain” 

Mr. Evans. OK, the question then becomes: Did they obtain it? I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. The memorandum indicates that Todd planned to 
use these Government brochures for campaign purposes. Is that a fair 
reading of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Evans. That he would like to ? Yes. That he would like to. 

Mr. Hamilton. Then on July 24, 1972, Mr. Todd writes you under 
the subject “Various,” that: “The following items are still pending 
from your shop,” and No. 1 is : “Production schedule information on 
U.S. Government brochures.” Again this indicates that Mr. Todd was 
interested in and in some degree participating in the production of 
these brochures. Doesn’t it? 

Mr. Evans. Or trying to. 

Mr. Hamilton. Or their distribution. Now on the same date, July 24, 
1972, I have a memorandum here to “Dan,” which I take it is Dan 
Todd, on White House stationery from you and it says, “The attached 
is per your request.” And the second page is entitled “aging brochures” 
and there are three categories : follow-up dates and under that is listed 
various agencies and departments ; the next category is labels, under 
which there is a date and the third category is mailing, under which 
there is a date. And there are label dates and mailing dates given for 
seven departments and agencies. Would you look at that ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. IT 3 ] 


1 See p. 8569. 

2 See p. 8570. 

3 See p. 8571. 
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Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is that your secretary’s signature ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you dictate that particular memorandum? 

Mr. Evans. I think I probably told her to send something over to 
them, yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is this a schedule for the distribution of the 
brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. That is a schedule in terms of my best guess and when 
they were going to come out. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now I notice that I think 

Mr. Evans. But I think you will find that they didn’t come out. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think the record should show that the schedule 
is staggered so that there is approximately 10 days between the distri- 
bution of the brochures. Now why was the schedule set up with the 
10-day stagger ? 

Mr. Evans. Probably to get the pressure from them olf of me but I 
think you will find in actual fact that is not what occurred. 

Mr. Hamilton. What did occur ? 

Mr. Evans. I think you will find that it is helter-skelter as far as 
when those brochures came out. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did they all come out before the election? 

Mr. Evans. I think all but one. I am not sure but one may have 
come out afterwards. Again I don’t remember exactly when they came 
out and it was more a matter of bureaucratic inertia than any planning 
on anybody’s part. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you saying that you did not plan that these 
brochures come out in 2- week intervals or 10-day intervals ? 

Mr. Evans. Right. I hoped that it might work out that they would 
fit into that schedule but it never went to a planning schedule. Cer- 
tainly to my recollection it never went to the stage of talking to any 
of the departments or agencies. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well let me show you another memorandum, dated 
July 27, 1972, for Dan Todd, subject : “brochures”, from L. J. Evans. 
Is that your signature there ? 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 14.*] 

Mr. Evans Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. The memorandum reads: 

I thought you would be interested in seeing our first aging brochure. You can 
get the title, agency, GPO number, and subject from the brochure itself. This one 
will be sent out next week. I have also attached a distribution list ; and as you 
can see, the first mailing will include approximately 950,000 brochures. Please let 
me know what your people will be doing to get copies of these and how many 
they will be requesting. We are still planning on having the remaining seven 
brochures go out in 2-week intervals. I will forward these to you as they come 
off the press. 

Mr. Evans. Question? 

Mr. Hamilton. Doesn’t that document indicate that you had planned 
to stagger the release of these brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. And how do you explain the sentence “We are still 
planning on having the remaining seven brochures go out in 2-week 
intervals.” ? 


* See p. 8573. 
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Mr. Evans. I explain it in two ways, Jim. First, it looked like they 
might come out that way so that was nice and, second, since it looked 
like they might come out that way, the simplest thing to do was to just, 
tell Dan Todd that so, you know T , he could do whatever he wanted to 
do, that that was the way they were going to come out. 

Basically, just taking the pressure off. And in actual fact as I said, 
and I will again, I don’t think they did come out that way. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now I have another memorandum dated July 27, 
1972, from you to Fred Malek and the subject is “Brochures” and it 
reads : 

Attached is the first government aging brochure to come off the printing press. 
It still has a slight bureaucratic flavor to it, but I think it gets across the Presi- 
dent’s concern as well as emphasizing his help in solving the problems of older 
persons. The original mailing will distribute 950,000 of these brochures. This will 
leave us 550,000 remaining brochures for distribution to Senators and Congress- 
men, field organizations, and other groups we may want to reach. We will be 
sending out seven additional brochures at a rate of approximately one every 
2 weeks, and I will forward these to you as they come off the press. 

And Malek writes at the top : “Bud, this is really great work and 
should have major impact. I will look forward to seeing the additional 
brochures.” 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 15.*] 

Mr. Hamilton. First of all, why would you send a copy of the 
brochure to Malek? 

Mr. Evans. Because Malek, you know, followed all of that. I don’t 
know. He was sort of liaison guy between the White House and the re- 
election committee. 

Mr. Hamilton. On July 27, wasn’t Malek at the reelection 
committee? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know what the exact relationship was. He seemed 
to be both places. 

Mr. Hamilton. I will tell you that officially on the 1st of July he 
was the deputy to the campaign director. 

Mr. Evans. Well, I buy that, but that doesn’t change the fact, I 
think — as I recall it, I think he was sort of the contact man from the 
White House to go to the reelection committee. But I don’t think 
that changes the essence of what we are saying here. 

Mr. Hamilton. When Malek says : “This is really great work and 
should have major impact,” what do you think he means — impact 
where? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I don’t know what was going on in his mind. I 
think that goes back to the point we were talking about earlier, that 
this certainly has a major substantive impact and it certainly, in terms 
of having a major substantive impact, can’t help but favor the in- 
cumbent. 

Mr. Hamilton. You think Malek was talking about political impact 
or impact as to helping older Americans when he wrote this comment ? 

Mr. Evans. I guess my personal opinion of what he thought was, 
he was probably talking in terms of political impact. 

Mr. Hamilton. The last sentence : “We will be sending out seven 
additional brochures at the rate of approximately one every 2 weeks.” 


• See p. 8574. 
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It is still your testimony you had no plan to stagger these brochures 
for political impact ? 

Mr. Evans. We couldn’t plan them. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is still your testimony that there was no plan ? 

Mr. Evans. That is my testimony, that it couldn’t have been planned 
even if we wanted to. 

Hamilton. All right. 

Mr. Evans. All right, let’s take it one step further than that. One 
of the things you’ve got to say about that, Jim, is that everybody 
within the White House and at the reelection committee wanted a 
plan, and from my perspective as staff assistant, it looked to me like 
they were probabiy going to come out close to the 2-week intervals 
and so, therefore, i just took advantage of that fact to say : “Hey, you 
know, we did what you wanted.” I think you will find this is the way it 
happened. But, in fact, it didn’t come out in 2-week intervals. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you make arrangements for distributing these 
brochures up on the Hill ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, I think we did, but I think then that was aban- 
doned. I don’t think — I think very few of them got distributed up 
here. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why was it abandoned? 

Mr. Evans. Because they didn’t have the means of distributing 
them up here. 

It had to do with an office problem of where you stored them until 
you got them distributed and that kind of stuff. 

Mr. Hamilton. I asked you a question earlier about the use of these 
brochures for campaign organizations. 

Let me ask you a related question. What was your knowledge as to 
how these brochures were used in the campaign by the field organiza- 
tion itself? 

Mr. Evans. I didn’t know anything about how it was used in the 
field. In fact, I didn’t know if it was. I never knew if they even ordered 
them. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you take steps to see that it was distributed to 
field organizations ? 

Mr. Evans. No, field organizations being elected organizations ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Evans. No. the only thing that I know of that I did was to tell 
him he could get the number off of the brochure. 

Mr. Hamilton. On this September 14, 1972, memorandum for Dan 
Todd from you entitled “Brochures”, is that your B ? Did you do that ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Lafham. What is the date ? 

Mr. Hamilton. September 14, 1972. It states : 

Enclosed are the 55 copies you requested of “Opportunities For Older Amer- 
icans in ACTION.” * * • Arrangements have been made for distribution to 
Republican Senators and Congressmen. The remaining brochures are available to 
field organizations and other groups we may want to reach. There are two 
remaining brochures, which will be forwarded when they come in. 

And attached to this is a brochure distribution list. What did you 
mean by “field organizations” ? 

[The documents referred to were marked Evans exhibit No. 16.*] 
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Mr. Evans. Well, I am sure I was referring to his previous memo, 
that if his people wanted to order them, they could order them. I didn’t 
take any steps to get them to field organizations. 

I don’t even know what their field organizations was to tell you the 
truth. I don’t think it was very effective. 

Mr. Hamilton. But I take it you interpret “field organizations” 
here as political field organizations, in other words, Todd’s 
organizations ? 

Mr. Evans. I assume that it was it ; yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, I’ve got another memorandum here and I don’t 
know the authorship of this. Maybe you can help me. It is dated 
August 3, and it is to “Fred” which I take it would be Fred Malek, and 
it states : 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 17.*] 

Danny called this a.m. and said that Evans told him at breakfast today that 
“Colson is having second thoughts (cold feet) about the seven additional bro- 
chures.” Apparently Volpe called Colson and said DOT didn’t want to do a 
brochure, too political with a quote from the President on the cover, etc. This 
must have gotten Colson thinking. Danny is quite alarmed. Just wanted you to be 
aware of the above in case he makes a desperate plea to you to put in a strong 
call to Colson to get him to back off. 

And Malek writes a note : “Please keep pushing on this.” — part of 
this is cut off but I am sure that is what it says — “and keep me advised.” 
Signed “Fred.” 

Then there is a note up here that apparently is by Todd and it says 
“Bud says all OK.” Frankly I can’t read the rest of it. Maybe you can 
read the rest of it. It is a handwritten note. 

Mr. Evans. Well, one thing it shows is the kind of pressure that I 
was getting if you can’t get anything else out of it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Pressure from whom ? 

Mr Evans. From all of the people here; Todd, Malek, whoever else 
wrote the memo. I don’t know who wrote it but he was obviously 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you have any idea who might have written that ? 

Mr. Evans. No ; I don’t. 

Mr. Hamilton. Could it have been from Rob Davison ? 

Mr. Evans. It could have been. 

Mr. Hamilton. How about Frank Herringer ? 

Mr. Evans. Could have. 

Mr. Hamilton. But you have no idea ? 

Mr. Evans. No; I really don’t know which one it is. Jim. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you have any conversations with Colson along 
the line that he was getting cold feet because these brochures were too 
political ? 

Mr. Evans. No; I certainly never put it like that to Colson. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he put it like that to you ? 

Mr. Evans. Did he put it like that to me ? 

No; I think factually what he did was say that Volpe had problems 
with it and I think what happened was we agreed not to go ahead with 
the DOT brochure. So that was never an issue. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why, because it was political ? 
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Mr. Evans. I think that in Volpe’s opinion it was not an advanta- 
geous point in time to issue the brochure, I just don’t know what was 
in Volpe’s mind. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, didn’t a lot of these brochures have a quote 
from the President somewhere in the brochure ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes ; they did. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it fair to say that Todd and Malek were inter- 
ested in keeping these brochures in production because of the political 
fallout ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I think it is fair to say that they were interested 
in keeping them in production for whatever reason was going on inside 
their minds at that time. 

Mr. Hamilton. I don’t think anybody would disagree with that 
statement. I am asking you whether or not they imparted to you any 
indication that they were interested in keeping these brochures in 
production and putting them out for political benefit ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, just about anything that was talked about then 
was talked about in political terms. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, their primary interest, is it fair to say, was 
political ? 

Mr. Evans. If I had to say, in my perception, what their interests 
were, they were political. 

Mr. Hamilton. What was your perception of what Mr. Colson’s 
primary interest was in the brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, we talked about both the substantive and the polit- 
ical side of it. So, you know, I guess I would say that he had both 
interests in it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Would you categorize one as primary ? 

Mr. Evans. You are a tough man, Jim. I don’t know. I guess that I 
would back off on that and say they were both interests, that is all I 
can say. I don’t know which was primary. 

Mr. Hamilton. Which one did he talk about the most ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, he didn’t talk about either one that much at all, 
I just don’t know. I am not going to let you pin me down. 

Mr. Hamilton. I don’t mean this to be facetious, but isn’t Mr. Col- 
son the one who allegedly said he would run over his grandmother to 
get the President reelected, which might indicate that his primary 
interest was political and not focused on older persons, assuming his 
grandmother, was an older person ? 

Mr. Evans. That is not the real man, so I am not going to say, 
because of that comment, that that is what was motivating him. 

Mr. Hamilton. I don’t want to ask repetitive questions, but I am not 
sure if I asked you about the specific contents of your conversation 
with Colson as to the DOT brochure. 

Mr. Evans. If you ask, what is the question ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, this memorandum that we are talking about 
indicates that you had a discussion with Colson, and Colson indicated 
that he had second thoughts or cold feet 

Mr. Evans. No, I think he indicated that Volpe had reservations. I 
think that got turned around into that kind of phrase, you know, did 
Yolpe 
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Mr. Hamilton. The memorandum does not talk about just the DOT 
brochure. It said : “Colson is having second thoughts (cold feet) about 
the seven additional brochures.” 

Mr. Evans. No, I don’t think that was the case. It is in terms of 
that, that we talked about the substantive impact of — in what this 
might have told people in general. 

Mr. Hamilton. Off the record a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Hamilton. Why don’t we go back on the record and Gordon 
will be back in a little bit. 

Did you furnish the various departments and agencies a list as to 
who should receive the brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. Part of it. They had their own lists and I furnished 
whatever departments and agencies that they didn’t have. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did you furnish them preprinted mailing labels ? 

Mr. Evans. To the extent they didn’t have them on their own mailing 
lists. 

Mr. Hamilton. Where did you get those preprinted mailing labels ? 

Mr. Evans. Normally from other departments and agencies. 

Mr. Hamilton. How about telling me about Project FIND? 

Mr. Evans. Project FIND was very much designed, very much 
pushed by Mr. Flemming. It was sort of his baby. It was designed to 
find isolated older people and to try to tell them about what rights 
and benefits they could get under various agency programs. 

Mr. Hamilton. This Project FIND, as I take it, was something 
really different from these agency brochures ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. A different project? 

Mr. Evans. Definitely. 

Mr. Hamilton. And was it your opinion that there was any political 
motivation behind Project FIND ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think so. In fact, I got a lot of negative inputs 
from around the field from Project FIND. Conservatives didn’t like it. 
They felt it was trying to give away Federal money. 

Mr. Hamilton. In this weekly staff report* that I showed you that 
you have a copy of, there is a paragraph, No. 5, that reads : 

Also concerning Project FIND, I have just arranged for USDA — 

Which I think means U.S. Department of Agriculture — 

to print up 120,000 17% by 22 posters, which will be posted in all Post Offices, 
Community Action Agencies, SSA Offices, Elderly Housing projects, and Red 
Cross offices. This poster will feature the Presidential Seal and a quote by the 
President which will stand out as a result of its differing color. 

This particular passage only speaks about the quote from the Presi- 
dent and the Presidential seal. It doesn’t say what the posters were 
about. What were the posters about ? 

Mr. Evans. Project FIND, and I think some of them were printed 
in Spanish for Southern California and Texas, and the object being 
the number of people that needed help that probably went to the post 
office, and particularly in rural communities and that this would be a 
good place to reach them. 


* See Malek exhibit No. 29, p. 8427. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Well, according to this passage, you were the moti- 
vating factor behind the posters. Is that correct? You say you have 
just arranged for USD A 

Mr. Evans. Yes, but I was the last link in the chain. 

Mr. Hamilton. Last link in the page ? The second paragraph ? 

Mr. Evans. I guess I was the last link in the chain and Flemming 
had requested them and Keller had been working with some PR guy — 
I dont’ know who it was — to define them and then finally they asked 
me to make sure that the Agriculture Department would distribute 
them. 

Mr. Hamilton. As to this poster, as opposed to the rest of Project 
FIND, what was your principal motivation for putting it out ?' 

Mr. Evans. To help make Project FIND successful. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is it your testimony that this particular poster, 
which featured the Presidential seal and a quote by the President, 
which would stand out as a result of its differing color, was not pri- 
marily a political poster ? 

Mr. Evans. No, I don’t think it was, although I have never seen the 
poster and you would have to see the poster to see what its primary 
thrust was, but I think you will find that the primary thrust of that 
was to talk in terms of the good that Project FIND could do for the 
elderly. And that was certainly the basis on which the Agriculture De- 
partment distributed them. The fact that the Presidential seal was on 
there is something that I think probably happens to a number of 
things. It has been happening throughout the years of history. 

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Colson writes next to this item, “Excellent.” 
You think this comment was directed toward the Project FIND bene- 
ficial results to the aging or toward the political benefits of the poster ? 

Mr. Evans. Probably both. 

Mr. Hamilton. How about telling me about the HEW film that had 
Richardson and Flemming having discussions 

Mr. Evans. It was presented pretty well in the memo, but, after I 
saw the tape, I was disappointed 

Mr. Lapham. Are we referring to the same status report again ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Yes. 

Mr. Lapham. What paragraph ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Paragraph 7. 

Mr. Evans. In fact, it was so bad that the White House refused to 
distribute it. But the thrust of that was a TV show again showing some 
of the things that were available for the elderly and how they could 
take advantage of them. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who paid for this film, HEW ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. It savs HEW “has agreed to produce.” 

Mr. Evans. Maybe they did. I don’t know. It was a TV show, I 
think, and I don’t think it was ever filmed. I think it was just a taping. 
They would normally do a video tape and 

Mr. Hamilton. Was the purpose of the taping and the distribution 
to aid the elderly or was it for political purposes ? 

Mr. Evans. Both. 

Mr. Hamilton. Which primarily ? 

Mr. Evans. Basically to aid the elderly. Political purpose was pretty 
poor. I mean even if you looked at it from the most partisan viewpoint, 
you wouldn’t find much political purpose. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Well, you write here 

Mr. Evans. I know what I wrote. 

Mr. Hamilton. You state : 

It is a very political show which stresses time and time again the fantastic 
things that the President has done for older people. * * * This should be shown 
in late July or early August. In any event it will be shown before the President 
is nominated. 

And by this Mr. Colson writes, “Good.” 

Mr. Evans. That is what I was told it did. When I viewed it, I was 
told it didn’t, and because it didn’t do it very well, it was never 
distributed. 

Mr. Hamilton. It was never distributed ? 

Mr. Evans. That is right, to my knowledge it never was. 

Mr. Hamilton. My question was, what was the primary purpose for 
this production ? 

Mr. Evans. Primarily to inform older people what was available to 
them. The very fact we had Flemming was a good indication of that. 
What it did, again as you inform people of what is available to them, 
you have a political impact. And in terms of memos that I write, try- 
ing to motivate White House types to back you or anybody else in the 
administration, you tend to talk in terms of the political side. 

Mr. Hamilton. So it is your testimony the reason you wrote in polit- 
ical terms here was to get Colson on board and it didn’t express your 
true interest in the film ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, actually, once I saw the film, I didn’t have an 
interest in it. 

Mr. Hamilton. We have a number of documents here that weren’t 
prepared by you but do indicate that this film was shown or may indi- 
cate that this film was shown in Wyoming. 

[The documents referred to were marked Evans exhibit No. 18.*] 

Mr. Evans. That is interesting, I didn’t know that. I didn’t know 
they even had a copy of it. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is Eleanor Callahan ? 

Mr. Evans. Never heard of her. 

Mr. Lapham. What was the last name ? 

Mr Hamilton. Eleanor Callahan. The reason I ask that question is 
there are memorandums here to Mr. Todd from Callahan regarding 
HEW film prints, which may or may not be the same film. 

The Richardson-Flemming film entitled “May the Last Be Best”; 
is that the title ? 

Mr. Evans. I dont’ know. Is the title in there ? 

Mr. Hamilton. No. 

Mr. Evans I don’t know 

Mr Hamilton. Well, I tell you what. I think the best way to handle 
this is to let me give you this series of memorandums, among cam- 
paign people it appears, and ask you whether it is your opinion these 
memorandums relate to the same film. Here, let me give you this one. 

Mr. Evans. I dont’ know. I don’t see how you could tell from what 
this says here. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I don’t know either. And my question was 

Mr Evans. I don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. You don’t know either? 

Mr. Evans. No. 


* See p. 8578. 
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Mr. Hamilton. You have never seen any of these memorandums 
before ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you aware of any other HEW film besides the 
one referred to in the staff report? 

Mr. Evans. No ; I am not. 

Mr. Hamilton. I want to ask you a few more questions about this 
weekly staff report. 1 By the way, do you have copies of your other 
weekly staff reports? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think that I do. You know, I can look again, but 
I don’t think so. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would like you to. 

Mr. Evans. By the way, I wrote very few staff reports. I was one of 
the few people, I guess, who was very strong about saying, I have too 
much work to worry about putting together staff reports about what 
has been done. 

Mr. Hamilton. Are you saying you did not write one weekly ? 

Mr. Evans. Oh, I definitely did not. 

Mr. Hamilton. It says, “Weekly Staff Reports.” 

Mr. Evans. I would say definitely not. And I guess if I wrote one 
every 6 weeks — even though in terms of what they called them it 
was weekly. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, we are going to want you to produce for us 
any documents you have that relate to the matters we talked about 
today, any weekly staff reports that you have, and anything as to what 
I define as The Responsiveness Program. 

Mr. Evans. Fine. 

Mr. Hamilton. Booking at paragraph 1 of this weekly staff report, 
which I am not going to read into the record, but which refers to Mr. 
Williams getting a job at AOA, would you describe what that is all 
about ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, I don’t remember all the background of what 
Williams was doing before he got into AOA. The background on this 
was that the Administration on Aging had one or two appointments as 
deputy administrator or whatever he is called in the Administration 
on Aging, who were longtime Democrats and they had to — as a top 
job, as an executive job — they had to clear it through the White House. 
The White House was unwilling to clear that. The compromise was 
that if that person were made the deputy, that Williams, who was a 
Republican, would be made special assistant — I guess it is Commis- 
sion on Aging — so this other person would be made deputy commis- 
sioner, The White House cleared him and Williams was then brought 
on as the special assistant. 

Mr. 'Hamilton. Why was Williams going to be given the right to 
review all AOA grants and contracts ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, in actual fact that never happened. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, why was it proposed that he have the right 
to review that ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, it was proposed in terms of the fact that this 
deputy commissioner was a Democrat and they wanted to have a 
check and balance on him. 


1 See Malek exhibit No. 29. p. 8427. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Is it fair to say that Mr. Williams was put in there 
for the purpose of making sure that administration friends got grants 
and contracts and administration enemies did not ? 

Mr. Evans. It is fair to say he was put in there to counter balance 
the deputy, who we were sure would award grants and contracts to 
groups that were hostile to the administration. 

Mr. Hamilton. This passage talks about a second position which 
was 

Mr. Evans. Never happened. 

Mr. Hamilton. It never happened ? On page 2, item 10, the passage 
reads : 

I am working with Marumoto and Davison, of Malek’s shop, to do them a 
favor in funding a proposal for 'Spanish-speaking elderly. It appears that I will 
be able to get $100,000 out of OEO for their purposes, and, needless to say, they 
are quite pleased. 

What does that refer to ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 1, Marumoto headed up the Spanish-speaking at the 
White House and he was concerned, as a result of the congressional 
concern mentioned earlier, that nothing was being done for Spanish- 
speaking elderly. And he said, “Why?” I being in charge of the 
elderly, he came to see me and said, “Why isn’t anything being done 
for them ?” and you know, my response was, “I don’t know. I will have 
to find out.” That in turn led to some contacts at OEO which eventu- 
ally ended up coming out with the FEA. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was this $100,000 related to FEA funding? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, but it obviously didn’t come out that way and it 
didn’t relate to FEA at that point in time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, it states : “It appears that I will be able to get 
$100,000 out of OEO.” Do you mean you had some type of arrange- 
ment with OEO to give you $100,000 without a specific grantee ? 

Mr. Evans. No, the object was to find some way to help Spanish- 
speaking elderly. And at that point there was no specific grantee, 
right. I believe this is June, isn’t it? Yes, June. I don’t believe there 
was any specific grantee at that point in time. It was a matter, as 1 
said, as you evolve through the conversations with the various people 
at OEO, it eventually took the slant that we can find the necessity for 
doing something for Spanish-speaking elderly with the Federation of 
Experienced Americans. 

Mr. Hamilton. So, it is your testimony that this $100,000 at this 
state did not relate to a grant of that amount to any specific grantee ; 
it is just that OEO thought they could make that amount of money 
available for some program to help the Spanish-speaking elderly? 

Mr. Evans. Right. I believe that was the stage we were at at that 
date. 

Mr. Hamilton. OK. Now item 11 says : 

Baird, of the Educational Research Council of America, has been told by HEW 
that he will receive a $50,000 planning grant. He met with them today, but I do 
not know the results of their meeting. 

What was the planning grant for ? 

Mr. Evans. This had to do with a. overall education — you see, his 
group is the largest private education group in the country and they 
have been working totally with private money for the last 12 or 15 
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years and they came up with an idea to try to integrate the educational 
curriculum, both horizontally and vertically, from kindergarten all 
the way to 12th grade and cross all of the subject areas, so that you had 
a scientific repetition of various educational points across subject lines 
and throughout grade levels. Pretty exciting idea. And eventually they 
did get the $50,000. 

Mr. Hamilton. Who is Mr. Eocha ? 

Mr. Evans. F ather Eocha ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Eocha. 

Mr. Evans. He is a Catholic priest and also was a special assistant 
to the Secretary of Transportation on Aging and he went around and 
did some speaking for the Secretary of Transportation around the 
country, and I talked with him quite a bit, became a very close per- 
sonal friend. He is presently over in Portugal working on a combina- 
tion HEW and State Department grant. 

Mr. Hamilton. Were any of his activities political ? 

Mr. Evans. No, except to the extent that when he talked, he favored 
the President. 

Mr. Hamilton. But, he wasn’t out making political speeches? In 
other words, was he a surrogate speaker for the campaign? 

Mr. Evans. No, he was never classified as a surrogate speaker, but 
he certainly did go around during the fall and talk to the elderly. He 
told them that he thought that the President was doing a good job, 
as he talked about elderly matters. 

Mr. Hamilton. Did he go to political meetings? 

Mr. Evans. No, not to my knowledge. You know, I can’t account 
for every minute of his time. 

Mr. Hamilton. Apparently, he was in this Eichardson-Flemming 
film? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. So he was engaged in matters that were political 
if your characterization, “It is a very political show,” is correct. 

Mr. Evans. Oh, if that characterization in here — I don’t know if you 
got a copy of the film, but I don’t — but it would be worth seeing. I 
think you would agree that it is not very political. 

Mr. Hamilton. And Mr. Flemming served as a surrogate speaker, 
didn’t he ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, well I don’t know if he was ever technically on the 
surrogate list, but he certainly did a lot of speaking around the 
country. I don’t know whether he spoke at political rallies or not. 

Mr. Hamilton. And F rank Troy was his advance man ? 

Mr. Evans. Yes. 

Mr. Hamilton. And Troy was paid by HEW, is that correct ? 

Mr. Evans. He was with the White House Conference on Aging. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, was he paid by the White House Conference 
on Aging? 

Mr. Evans. I gathered the White House Conference on Aging was 
funded from HEW moneys. 

Mr. Hamilton. Is that right? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, that is what my understanding of it was, but I 
don’t know all of the technicalities of that, so I can’t 
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Mr. Hamilton. Did Mr. Troy work out of, or have a connection 
with, the reelection committee? 

Mr. Evans. He definitely didn’t work out of it. I think he knew 
a few of the people over there, but I don’t know what other connection 
he had with them. 

Mr. Hamilton. Paragraph 19 of this memorandum talks about 
Troy’s being brought on board to act as Flemming’s scheduling and 
advanceman from now until the election, with HEW picking up the 
tab. 

I take it that Troy’s activities were to be primarily political, since 
he was working as an advanceman until the election ? 

Mr. Evans. Well, Troy’s activities, as I understood them, were to 
make Flemming more effective in whatever he spoke. Now, I don’t 
believe he ever got into political forums, but you would have to look 
at his schedule. I don’t know what his schedule was. I think they were 
pretty much nonpartisan forums and certainly as he was more effec- 
tive in relation to those nonpartisan forums, it had a positive effect. 

Mr. Hamilton. Was it your opinion that Troy’s activities should 
be tied in with the reelection to office ? 

Mr. Evans. I don’t think that they were, because I don’t think that 
Flemming was ever on the surrogate list, but I can’t give you a specific 
on that. 

Mr. Freedman. I am not sure either. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, let me show you a memorandum here dated 
June 19, 1972, from you to Fred Malek. Subject, “Flemming’s Schedul- 
ing — Advanceman.” 

[The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 19. 1 ] 

Mr. Evans. Yes; I don’t think he ever was. 

Mr. Hamilton. The paragraph I was going to read is this one: 

As Dr. Flemming stated, he would like Troy to be tied in with the Tour Office 
at the Re-election Committee. I realize this may present a problem, but hope- 
fully not an insurmountable one. * * * The Tour Office should be alerted that 
Troy is on board and should be told * * *. 

I take it that the purpose of this memorandum was to plan the use 
of Troy for Flemming on political trips ? 

Mr. Evans. I guess I don’t bite off on that the way you did, in that 
I am not sure, and I think actually that — I think to the contrary ; that 
Flemming was not involved in political trips. I think what we are 
saying there is that he be coordinated with the political trips that 
other people were taking. 

Do you see the distinction there? 

Mr. Hamilton. I see the distinction, but Troy was being hired until 
the election. 

Mr. Evans. The other thing on that, I don’t know how long he did 
work. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, that is what you say in your memorandum to 
Colson : 2 “Frank Troy will be brought on board on July 5 to act as 
Flemming’s scheduling — advanceman from now until the election,” 
indicating that Troy’s activities were going to be primarily political, 
if he was just going to be there until the election, that is. Do you think 
that is a proper use of Government resources, to have somebody as a 


1 See p. 85S4. 

2 See Malek exhibit No. 29, p. 8430. 
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consultant to HEW paid by Government money to be an advance- 
man for political purposes ? 

Mr. Evans. I guess I don’t think it is proper if he was an advance- 
man for political purposes. I guess I am not sure I agree with the 
contention that he was. No. 1, 1 think he was paid out of the White 
House Conference on Aging, which is to an extent separate from 
HEW. He certainly worked with the White House Conference on 
Aging. 

Mr. Hamilton. It would still be Government funds being used. 

Mr. Evans. No. 2, I don’t think he was ever tied into the Tour 
Office, and No. 3, I think there are Government funds used in the 
White House. That doesn’t mean that people in the White House 
can’t go out and talk about the President in positive terms. And if 
that is part of the White House Conference on Aging, that is tied 
to the White House. Therefore, where you are headed I think is a 
little bit off base. 

Mr. Hamilton. Let me go back to the brochures for a minute. This 
is a brochure — actually we have two brochures here that were put out 
by HEW. One is entitled, “The President Speaks to Older Americans,” 
and the other one is entitled, “The President Speaks to Older Ameri- 
cans Again.” 

TTlie document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 20.*] 

Mr. Evans. In light of that, one of the things that you might want 
to know, the first one was done before I got there. So, all I did was 
see it in final form. The second one I worked on to attempt to get it 
printed. You know, I don’t know all of the steps that led up to it 
and I don’t remember exactly who all was involved, but it was just 
a followup to the original one. 

Mr. Freedman. Did HEW print it? 

Mr. Evans. I believe they did. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, let me just ask a couple of questions. Is this 
one of the brochures that we were talking about before? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. This is an entirely different brochure? 

Mr. Evans. This was just a followup to what was already out. 

Mr. Hamilton. What was your notion of the purpose of this 
brochure ? 

Mr. Evans. I think that shows a number of concerns of the President 
of the United States on behalf of older people. 

Mr. Hamilton. Do you know when the second brochure was put out ? 

Mr. Evans. I think that came out early 1972. I think that came 
out 

Mr. Hamilton. It says: “Excerpts from the President’s speech to 
the White House Conference on Aging, his special message on older 
Americans in his State of the Union message. 

Mr. Evans. That could have been May 1971. That depends on what 
year. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why was this brochure printed? 

Mr. Evans. To show that the President of the United States was 
concerned with the well being of older people. 


See p. 8585. 
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Mr. Hamilton. Was it printed for political purposes? 

Mr. Evans. Again, as that has an impact on older people favorable 
to the incumbent, it has political purpose. 

Mr. Hamilton. Neither one of these has a great deal of informa- 
tional value. In other words, they don’t just tell you about programs. 

Mr. Evans. No, but they say that the President is going to do some- 
thing on behalf of older people. They say that there is concern at the 
highest level of the Federal Government on their behalf. I would 
think that would be something that older people would want to know 
about. 

Mr. Freedman. Did you work with Dan Todd in the preparation 
of the second brochure? 

Mr. Evans. No. Well, I better not say that that definitely. I don’t 
know that Dan was involved in that, but he may have submitted some 
quotes or something. I don’t know. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, I might add that this document came out of 
his files. 

Mr. Evans. That could well be. It looks to me like he was attempting 
to make his efforts look as good as he could, based on what everybody 
else was doing. That is what I am gathering from what you are show- 
ing me here. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think I ought to show you this memorandum. It 
was sent to you by Todd referring to a second OA brochure. I guess 
that means Older Americans. I take it what is being referenced here 
is an actual campaign brochure. Is that correct? 

I The document referred to was marked Evans exhibit No. 21.*] 

Mr. Evans. From the date, it looks like it. Yes, I think there was 
one that came out along those lines. Again, I don’t have any of those 
brochures. I don’t remember exactly what form they took, but that is 
what it looks like. 

Mr. Hamilton. We have been over a number of things here and I 
would just like to ask a further tie-up question, whether you know of 
any other instances besides the ones we have talked about here where 
Government funds were spent to produce films, brochures, or any way 
whatsoever primarily because of the political benefit that the expendi- 
ture of the funds would have ? 

Mr. Lapham. That I think presupposes an earlier answer that some 
of the material that Mr. Evans has talked about were produced pri- 
marily for that political purpose. 

Mr. Hamilton. Well, let me say, I don’t expect Mr. Evans to accept, 
in answering the question, my assumption of that nature. I think there 
may be conclusions drawn contrary to Mr. Evans’ conclusions as to 
why the money was expended by some people, but I don’t think that 
for the purposes of the question that he has to accept my assumption. 
I would be happy to rephrase it. 

Mr. Lapham. I don’t think you need to rephrase it so long as we 
don’t have to accept your premise. 

Mr. Evans. That is fine. Now, my immediate reaction is no : I don’t 
think of any other instances offhand, but I guess my feeling is that I 
would certainly want to reflect on that one at considerable length 
before I gave a flat no to it. I don’t know if you would like me to 


* See p. 8593. 
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answer it in the letter that has materials that we well send to you. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think that is a good idea. When you send those 
materials to us that we are going to ask you for, respond to that ques- 
tion as best you can. 

Mr. Evans Good. 

Mr. Hamilton. I would hope that 

Mr. Lapham. I wonder in that connection, if we are going to be 
called upon to make a response to a specific question which is rather a 
long question, if you can include in your letter to us the text of that 
question so we can have it before us when we are trying to put together 
a response to it ? 

Mr. Hamilton. I think the question is pretty simple and that is 

Mr. Lapham. I will take the question down. 

Mr. Hamilton. Why don’t you let me give it to you right now ? The 
question is basically, Do you know of any instances where U.S. Govern- 
ment funds were expended for the primary purpose of benefiting the 
President’s reelection campaign? And in this answer, you need not 
refer, one way or the other, any of the items talked about here as 
to which I think Mr. Evans is now on the record. 

Mr. Lapham. So, the question excludes any of the documentary 
materials that Mr. Evans has testified about today ? 

Mr. Hamilton. Any of the documentary materials or the subject 
matters. 

Mr. Evans. The testimony. 

Mr. Hamilton. Now, let me say that the subpena we will serve will 
ask for documents relating to these matters that he has testified to. 

Gordon, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Friedman. No. 

Mr. Hamilton. I think we can adjourn. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lapham. I would like to make one comment if I could. 
Mr. Evans, you have been shown a number of documents today and 
you have been examined about these documents ; some in memorandum 
form and some in other forms ; some prepared by you and some pre- 
pared by others ; some dated and some undated ; some consisting of one 
page and some consisting of several pages. Have you seen any of those 
documents since you left the White House ? 

Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Lapham. To the best of your knowledge. 

Mr. Evans. To the best of my knowledge ; no. 

Mr. Lapham. That is all I have, except to state on the record my 
understanding that you will be giving us within a matter of days a 
subpena for documents which you will more particularly describe in 
the subpena, and that along with our response to that subpena we will 
make an effort to answer — Mr. Evans will make an effort to answer 
the question that I have noted, that you recited a moment ago. 

Mr. Hamilton. That is correct. 

[Whereupon, at 2 p.m., the committee recessed, subject to the call 
of the Chair.] 
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Evans Exhibit No. 1 

August 31,. 19? 3 


'3U1N BZlTOR'iS EDADINC 


DYES ONLY 
MEMORANDUM TOP,: 
T ROM* 


ROB DAVISON 
!». J. EVANS, 


. Attached 23 a proposal 'which. She Federation of Sicperianced Americans 
.■subnaistad. to Comrruesioner Martin ox She Administration on. A gin % to- 
day. Till'S is the 5 'Public Awa?«a*j3i •■* proposal, which I mentioned to 
you y i >st«rd&y. It includes provision sot the following Pci opportunities g 
between now and November ?• 

3 columns per week for dailies 
1 column per T/^d< for weeklies 

3 3 - minute rodio ia pe a per wee k f or radio stations 
1 10 -minute XV special^ for every two weeks ^ 

I newsletter 

33. 1/2 -hour TV specials in -the 14 key stales* 

As you can tall* this could be a highly effective tool between now and 
November ? > and I would urge tha t you would give it'shp hi ghost priority 
possible whan talking with Massrangelo, 


■pi* 


‘ase 


1« 


■ me *uic 


:here 2 3 any wav m wrucr 


:aa assist 


our e£for 


and if any snags arise concerning the funding ox this proposal* W=s would 
like to have the proposal funded by September 3 so that we can have two 
rnondi3 o z good PR about the 33 percent of the voters going to 
in November* &Q' 


A^acnsaent 


Diaries* W» Colson 


> URN 3 ICPORX READING 
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Evans Exhibit No. 2 

August 18, 1972 

CONE IDS NTI-t >3-i 

MEMORANDUM FOR BUD EVANS 
FROM: DAN TODD 

SUBJECT: 170! Brochures 

In view oi the political restrictions in 
FSA incorporation papers, I arn having 
brochures sent to you personally. 
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Evans Exhibit No. 3 


ISlfSt ' 


KSSV&SCTED 
rt ©r; tHie m»Ks ©f wrsrfc pes-formsd 

frcrtfier mv iv e : ifcss rescrt. 


| REPORT TO THE 

spe cial COMMITTEE ON AGING 
1 15% S A AD THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGING, 
W/ COMMITTEE ON LABOR 
AND PUBLIC WELFARE 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


Award Of A Contract 
And A Grant To The Federation Of 
Experienced Americans, Inc., And 
Related Financial And 

Program Activities 8-763922 

Department of Labor 
Office of Economic Opportunity 


BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


32-818 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 21 




COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 1034S 



B-163922 


The Honorable Thomas F. Eagleton 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Aging 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
United States Senate 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are reporting on the financial and program activities 
under a Department of Labor contract and an Office of Economic 
Opportunity grant to the Federation of Experienced Americans, 
Inc., of Washington, D.C. This review was made at your request 
and at the request of the Chairman, Senate Special Committee 
on Aging, on March S, 1973, and June 29, 1973, and this report 
summarizes the results of our review. 

As your office requested, agency officials, the 
contractor/grantee, and other affected parties were not given 
an opportunity to formally examine and comment on this 
report. This fact should be considered in any use made of 
the information presented. 


Copies of this report are also being furnished to the 
Chairman of the Senate Special Committee on Aging. We 
do not plan to distribute this report further unless you 
approve or publicly announce its contents. 

Sincerely yours. 




Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL’S REPORT TO THE 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGING 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND 
PUBLIC WELFARE 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


DIGEST 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

At the request of the Conmittees , GAO 

—reviewed the bases on which a con- 
tract and a grant were awarded to 
the Federation of Experienced 
Americans (FEA) by the Department 
of Labor and the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity (0E0); 

—identified persons involved in the 
awards and their activities; and 

— reviewed financial and program 
activities of FEA through June 30, 
1973. 

FEA administered a program for the 
Department of Labor under a cost- 
reimbursement contract amounting to 
$1,540,000. The program was designed 
to enroll and provide subsidized work 
to 350 individuals who were at least 
55 years of age and who had been 
certified as "poor," by Labor's defi- 
nition. Seventy- five percent of 
the 350 were to be placed into unsub- 
sidized employment. 

FEA also administered a program for 
the elderly poor under an 0E0 grant 
amounting to $399,839. This was de- 
signed to assist in the development 
of new approaches and methods for 
overcoming special problems of the 
Spanish-speaking elderly poor. 

GAO discussed its findings with of- 
ficials of Labor, 0E0, and FEA. How- 
ever, these officials and other 


AWARD OF A CONTRACT AND A GRANT TO 
THE FEDERATION OF EXPERIENCED 
AMERICANS, INC., AND RELATED 
FINANCIAL AND PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
Department of Labor 
Office of Economic Opportunity 
B-163922 


affected parties have not been given 
an opportunity to formally examine 
and comment on this report, as agreed 
with the Committees. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Preaward activities 

The grant and contract awards were 
processed outside normal procedures. 
Officials of Labor and 0E0 said that 
both the grant and the contract had 
substantial White House backing. 

(See p. 12.) 

Program activities and results 

GAO did not review FEA's program 
activities under the grant since 0E0 
was in the process of doing so. (See 
p. 20.) 

Under Labor's contract FEA operated 
an Operation Mainstream program in 
California— Oakland and San 
Francisco— and Florida. The Florida 
component was managed effectively. 
Some minor deficiencies were brought 
to the attention of the project 
director who agreed to correct them. 
(See p. 20.) 

The Oakland component was not effec- 
tive in achieving its primary 
objectives— training and placing dis- 
advantaged elderly persons in unsub- 
sidized jobs. 

Many of its enrollees, claimed as 
unsubsidized placements by the 


Tear Sheet Upon removal, the report 

cover date should be noted hereon. j 
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Oakland component, actually had been 
working for the same employer or in- 
dustry before, during, and after 
their enrollment. They had also 
earned amounts above the poverty 
level income criteria used by Labor 
in determining eligibility. 

Neither the enrol lees claimed as 
placements by the Oakland component 
nor their employers had been made 
aware of the program's objectives. 

(See pp. 22 and 24.) 

Almost all the enrollees participat- 
ing in Oakland were placed in private 
for-profit concerns--primarily in 
the garment industry--which was not 
in accordance with contract provi- 
sions that subsidized placements be 
with public or private nonprofit in- 
sti tutions . (See p. 26. ) 

At the FEA component in San Francisco, 
program goals generally were being 
accomplished, although the record- 
keeping activities and internal con- 
trol procedures needed improvement. 

The project's director subsequently 
advised GAO of actions taken to 
overcome these problems. 

Financial activities 

Lack of appropriate checks and 
balances rendered FEA's accounting 
system and related internal controls 
inadequate. 

Appropriate controls had not been 
established to encourage compliance 
with contract and grant requirements, 
to insure that contract and grant 
funds were used only for authorized 
purposes, or to check the accuracy 
or reliability of accounting records. 

As a result of the deficiencies 


noted, GAO questioned expenditures 
of about $184,000 under the contract 
and about $30,000 under the grant 
(See pp. 33 and 34.) 

In several instances FEA used con- 
tract funds for expenditures under 
the grant and vice versa. Contract 
and grant funds were also used for 
personal expenditures of FEA's 
president. 

FEA employees traveled outside pro- 
gram areas without authorization 
from Labor and 0E0 officials. Trips 
were made without documenting the 
purposes. No reports were made of 
the business conducted. GAO ques- 
tioned about $23,700 of travel ex- 
penses for these and other reasons. 
(See p. 30.) 

FEA made a large number of equipment 
and supply purchases amounting to 
$3,807 through private suppliers with- 
out first obtaining written permis- 
sion from the contracting officer as 
required under its contract with 
Labor. (See p. 31.) 

AGENCY ACTIONS 

Both Labor and 0E0 have notified FEA 
that after weighing all pertinent 
available facts and considerations, 
it would be in the best interest of 
the Government not to refund present 
programs with FEA. 

Labor and 0E0 will make the final 
determination of the allowability 
of costs questioned by GAO under the 
contract and grant, respectively. 

In addition. Labor auditors will 
audit FEA's financial transactions 
for the period from July 1, 1973, to 
the end of the contract and the grant 
periods. 


2 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 


Pursuant to joint requests from the Senate Special 
Committee on Aging and the Subcommittee on Aging, Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, dated March S, and 
June 29, 1973, (see apps . I and II), we reviewed selected 
aspects of a contract and a grant awarded to the Federation 
of Experienced Americans (FEA) by the Department of Labor 
and the Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0) , respectively. 

The initial request involved verifying certain informa- 
tion provided by the Labor Department in response to a joint 
inquiry from the Committees concerning the contract awarded 
to FEA. 

Subsequently, the Committees requested that we: 

--Determine the bases upon which the contract and grant 
awards were made and identify persons involved in the 
awards and their activities. 

--Conduct a full financial audit of FEA activities. 

--Examine the manner in which the federally funded pro- 
grams were being carried out. 

We did not evaluate FEA's overall effectiveness in ac- 
complishing the program objectives for which 0E0 funds were 
provided because 0E0 was evaluating this matter at the time 
we completed our fieldwork. 

We discussed the results of the program and financial 
aspects of the review with FEA, Labor, and 0E0 officials. As 
noted in subsequent chapters. Labor and 0E0 will resolve the 
financial questions raised in the audit and both agencies 
have decided to discontinue funding FEA programs. 


3 
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CHAPTER 2 

FEA ORGANIZATION AND OPERATIONS 

ORGANIZATION 

FEA is a nonprofit corporation, incorporated in the 
District of Columbia on March 29, 1972, to, according to the 
articles of incorporation, (1) carry on educational activi- 
ties by establishing a network of business and professional 
people with a special interest in aging and a willingness to 
support sound programs and policies on behalf of older per- 
sons, (2) develop the expertise to use Federal funds appro- 
priated on behalf of experienced Americans, (3) develop 
services, including those for pensions, medical help, housing, 
employment, education, transportation, vocation, and recrea- 
tion, which will benefit older persons, and (4) create a 
communication network to inform older Americans of programs 
and services available to them and to help them articulate 
their desires. 

FEA's constitution and bylaws in effect during fiscal 
year 1973, the period covered by our audit, state that FEA 
management is to be vested in three executive directors. 
According to the FEA president, who was also the founder of 
FEA, the executive directors and their functions were: 

Principal 
functions 


Advisor and con- 
sultant . 

Directs all pro- 
grams and is per- 
sonally responsi- 
ble for program 
content and 
quality. 

Advisor and con- 
sultant. 

FEA's organization chart shows that it is governed by a 
four-member board of directors which includes, in addition to 
the three executive directors mentioned above, Mr. Hugh W. 
Brenneman. 


Position Director 

Chairman of the Board Dr. Theodore Klumpp 

President/treasurer David W. Brody 
Corporation secretary Dr. James P. Baker 


4 
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The board is required to meet annually by FEA's charter. 
FEA's president is responsible for developing, designing, and 
implementing relevant programs for older citizens. We did 
not ascertain the extent of the other board members' involve- 
ment in the direction or management of FEA. 

Background of FEA officials 


Data submitted to Labor before the contract was awarded 
shows that Mr. Brody did undergraduate work at the University 
of Connecticut and Boston University from which he received 
bachelor of science degrees in industrial management and 
mathematics, respectively. According to the data, Mr. Brody 
also received a master of business administration degree with 
a major in business administration from Boston College in 
1965 . 


Mr. Brody's resume showed that since 1955 he has worked 
as a program coordinator and as a planning director for con- 
tractors with defense contracts; as a project engineer, an 
assistant director of marketing, and in managerial positions 
with various private consulting firms; and, immediately prior 
to his presidency of FEA, was an independent consultant to 
the Health Maintenance Organization Service, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. His resume does not indicate 
any involvement in the area of gerontology, and our discus- 
sions with him confirmed this. 

Data submitted to Labor shows that Dr. Klumpp, chair- 
man of the board, was a 1928 graduate of Harvard Medical 
School and had been associated with various activities deal- 
ing with the aged and rehabilitation. It showed that he was 
a member of the Governor's Council on Rehabilitation, State 
of New York; Committee on Aging, Council on Medical Services 
of the American Medical Association; Panel on Aging, (Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare) Washington, D.C.; 
and the State Vocational Rehabilitation Planning Council, 

New York City. The data showed that Dr. Klumpp was also the 
chairman of Winthrop Laboratories, a division of Sterling 
Drugs, and was the director and vice president of Sterling 
Drugs, Inc. 

Labor's data showed that Dr. James P. Baker was a 
practicing surgeon in Virginia where he had formed a partner- 
ship to construct a 60-bed nursing home. He was a charter 
member and vice president for Medical Affairs of the American 


5 
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Society for Cybernetics and was conducting research on 
problems of the elderly under the auspices of the Albert 
Lundy Baker Memorial Foundation and Ecosystems Research Corp- 
oration of which he was president and chairman of the board, 
respectively . 

Mr. Hugh W. Brenneman, according to Labor's data, was 
a Michigan public relations consultant who had worked for 
various organizations, including many Michigan health associ- 
ations. The data showed that he was executive director of 
the Michigan Association of the Professions and president of 
the American Association of the Professions. 

OPERATIONS 

In administering Labor's contract, FEA worked through 
its project-type organization, known as Jobs for Older Amer- 
icans (JOA), which had three offices- -one in Tallahassee, 
Florida, and two in the San Francisco, California, area. 

Dr. Robert G. Turner and William M. Whitaker III were 
the Florida project director and Tallahassee project director, 
respectively. In charge of the San Francisco JOA operations 
was Beatrice Gartz, a retired educator. Dr. Edward K. Chook 
managed a third JOA office in Oakland, California. The JOA 
San Francisco office handled most administrative matters for 
the Oakland office, but the Oakland office was independent 
with respect to program activities. 

FEA's subcontractor under the 0E0 grant was the United 
States Human Resources Corporation (HRC), a for-profit organ- 
ization also in the San Francisco area. HRC has organized, 
planned, and developed a number of programs for public and 
private agencies and community development corporations. 

The president of HRC is Herman Gallegos. 


6 
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CHAPTER 3 

LABOR CONTRACT AND OEO GRANT 

FEA obtained a contract from Labor's Manpower 
Administration and a grant from the Special Programs Divi- 
sion of OEO as follows. 


Contract 

grant Period Statutory authority 

number Amount From To and program 


2607-99 $1,540,000 


Labor 

6-30-72 a l- 31- 7 4 


Title IB, Economic 
Opportunity Act of 
1964, as* amended 
(42 U.S.C. 2740) 
(Operation Main- 
stream) 


OEO 

30064 399,839 11-1-72 b 2-28-74 Title IIC, Economic 

Opportunity Act of 
1964, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 2825) 
(Research and pilot 
programs) 


Expiration date of June 30, 1973, extended to January 31, 
1974, and funds increased from $1 million to $1,540,000. 

b 

Expiration date of October 31, 1973, extended to Febru- 
ary 28, 1974, at no increase in funds. 

CONTRACT 2607-99 


The contract with FEA was initially for the period 
June 30, 1972, through June 30, 1973, and was made under 
title IB of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended, 
which authorized "financial assistance in urban and rural 
areas for comprehensive work and training programs or com- 
ponents of such programs * * 


7 
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The specific objectives of the project authorized by 
the contract were "to provide work opportunities for elderly 
disadvantaged workers in California and Florida," and to 
"provide an expansion of existing needed services by creat- 
ing additional employees to work in current programs where 
there is a shortage of personnel." 

The contract provided that FEA would (1) enroll individ- 
uals who were 55 years old or older and certified as poor by 
Labor's definition and who were chronically unemployed-- 
meaning unemployed for more than 15 consecutive weeks, 
repeatedly unemployed over the prior 2 years, or employed 
less than 20 hours a week for more than 26 consecutive weeks 
and (2) enroll 350 persons and place 75 percent of them in 
unsubsidized employment. The enrollees were to be employed 
in Northern California and in the greater Tallahassee area 
and to work no more than 20 hours a week for 50 weeks . They 
were to be paid between $1.60 and $3 per hour. 

On June 28, 1973, Labor extended FEA's contract from 
June 30, 1973, to December 31, 1973, and increased the total 
amount of the contract by $540,000. Labor decided to extend 
all the Operation Mainstream national contracts to Decem- 
ber 31, 1973, to put them on a uniform contract cycle. 

This, according to Labor program officials, would enable the 
Labor Department to uniformly implement program changes. 

On December 14, 1973, Labor notified FEA that, after 
carefully weighing all available facts and considerations, 
it had concluded it would be in the Government's best in- 
terest not to refund the FEA contract. Labor has taken 
steps to transfer FEA enrollees to projects operated by 
other Operation Mainstream contractors. To allow for an 
orderly closing out of the contract and to insure that FEA's 
Operation Mainstream enrollees would have a smooth transi- 
tion to other Operation Mainstream programs. Labor extended 
FEA's contract for 1 month, to January 31, 1974. 

The following schedule shows the budgeted contract 
costs for the original contract period and for the extension. 


8 
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Budgeted FEA Costs 

For Labor 

Contract 2607 

-99 



Total 

JOA 


FEA 

Enrollee costs : 

1 year contract 

S 

$ 799,386 

$ 

- 

Extens ion 

- 

464 ,170 



Total 

1,263,556 

1,263,556 


_ 

Administrative costs : 

1 year contract 

- 

- 


48,842 

Extens ion 

- 

9 ,950 


18,096 

Total 

76,888 

9,950 


66,938 

Staff costs: 

1 year contract 

- 

64 ,032 


58,960 

Extens ion 

- 

44,123 


32,441 

Total 

199,556 

108,155 


91,401 

Total contract 

costs 

$1 .540 .000 

81.381 .661 

$158 .339 


GRANT 30064 


The grant was awarded for the period of November 1, 
1972, through October 31, 1973, under title IIC of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended, allowing the 
Director of 0E0 to 

"provide financial assistance for pilot or demon- 
stration projects conducted by public or private 
agencies which are designed to test or assist in 
the development of new approaches or methods that 
will aid in overcoming special problems * * 

This subsection also permits OEO to fund research pertaining 
to such approaches or methods. 

The grant-funded project, "Outreach Program for the 
Elderly Poor", was described in OEO documents as having 
these objectives: 
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1. Develop in-depth demographic data on the 
characteristics and needs of the elderly poor. 

2. Ascertain whether distinctive problems exist for 
the Spanish- speaking elderly poor and whether 
special techniques may be available to deal with 
these problems. 

3. If other special groups among the elderly poor 
appear to have such distinctive problems, attempt 
to identify and recommend further research on 
these problems. 

4. Establish three prototype resource centers for the 
elderly in communities of predominantly Mexican- 
American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban ethnic composi- 
tion. 

5. Establish a National Information Center to assemble 
information on federally sponsored programs aimed 
at benefiting the elderly poor and to disseminate 
this data to the three prototype resource centers. 

FEA contracted out most of the work under the grant to 
HRC, a San Francisco based corporation with a history of 
service in programs dealing with Spanish- speaking Americans. 
HRC had submitted the original proposal for the outreach 
program to 0E0; HRC was not awarded the grant, however, be- 
cause of OEO's policy to award grants of this type to non- 
profit organizations. According to 0E0 program officials, 

FEA was invited to participate in the project because of its 
nonprofit status and it was agreed that HRC would serve as 
the subcontractor for the grant. 

On November 2, and December 3, 1973, 0E0 notified FEA 
that the grant would be extended for 1 month at no additional 
cost. An 0E0 program official told us that the Director of 
0E0 (1) had decided to extend the grant for November and 
December and (2) wanted to have a complete review of the 
grant made before he decided whether to terminate funding. 

On January 18, 1974, OEO notified FEA that, after care- 
fully weighing all pertinent facts and considerations, it 
had concluded it would be in the Government's best interest 
not to refund the present FEA grant, but it gave the grantee 
until February 28, 1974, to phase out the grant. 


10 
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The budgeted costs for the OEO grant are set 
below. 


Budgeted Costs For OEO Grant 30064 
Total FEA 


Staff costs 
Administrative cost 

Total grant 
costs 


$241,231 

158,608 


$ 399,859 


$ 93,743 
29,394 


$ 123.137 


forth 


HRC 

$147,488 
129 ,214 


$276.702 
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CHAPTER 4 

PREAWARD ACTIVITIES 


The committees requesting the review were particularly- 
interested in the activities leading to the award of Labor's 
contract and OEO's grant. According to the information pro- 
vided by Labor and 0E0 officials, there was substantial White 
House backing for both the contract and the grant and both 
awards were processed outside the agencies' normal processing 
procedures . 

CONTRACT AWARD ACTIVITIES 


In keeping with President Nixon's promise to the White 
House Conference on the Aging in November 1971 that the jobs 
program for older persons with low incomes would be doubled 
to $26 million, then Secretary of Labor, J.D. Hodgson, an- 
nounced on April 19, 1972, that the additional $13 million 
had been allocated to help about 5,000 older workers. 

Secretary Hodgson said that $10 million would be used 
to increase funds for five existing national contracts. An 
additional $2 million would be used in local older worker 
projects negotiated and approved by Labor's regional manpower 
administrators. A decision on how the remaining $1 million 
was to be allocated was to be made before June 30, 1972. 

The five national contracts awarded, according to Secre- 
tary Hodgson, were to (1) National Retired Teachers Associa- 
tion, (2) National Farmers' Onion, (3) U.S. Forest Service, 
(4) National Council of Senior Citizens, and (5) National 
Council on the Aging. 

All opportunities under the expansion program were for 
persons 55 and older. Enrollees were to work in locally 
sponsored projects that provided needed public services or 
improved the physical or social environment. 

We discussed pre-contract award activities with Labor 
off icials - -both current and former--who were involved. In- 
cluded in our discussions were the former Assistant Secretary 
for Manpower and his former executive assistant, the former 
chief, Division of Work Experience, Manpower Administration, 
and other officials involved in various aspects of the 
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contract. We also reviewed documents dealing with preaward 
activities available from Labor files or from the individuals 
involved. 

The former Assistant Secretary advised us that the White 
House took an active role in directing the Labor Department 
as to how the expansion moneys were to be spent. The White 
House staff member involved was identified as L. J. Evans, Jr. 
According to the former Assistant Secretary, the White House 
wanted the $13 million in expansion moneys to go to organiza- 
tions considered friendly to the administration. Labor's 
initial allocation plan did not satisfy this requirement and, 
according to the former Assistant Secretary, Mr. Evans and 
the former executive assistant worked out a compromise plan y 7 
which called for awarding a $1 million contract to an organi- 
zation to be selected by the White House. This occurred in 
February 1972. 

The former executive assistant told us the White House 
wanted Labor to cut back and/or terminate funding for two of / 
the Operation Mainstream national contractors- -the National 
Council on the Aging and the National Council of Senior Citi- 
zens. He stated that Labor had no intention of reducing or 
terminating funding with these groups, primarily because an 
evaluation report had stated that the nationally run contracts 
were the best segment of the Operation Mainstream program in 
terms of accomplishments and meeting of program objectives. 

According to the former executive assistant, he met with 
Mr. Evans and FEA representatives three times in Mr. Evans' 
office and with FEA representatives and lower level Labor 
program officials in the office of the former Assistant Secre- 
tary for Manpower. A Labor Department chronology of preaward 
activities provided details of the latter meeting, as well as 
subsequent meetings, and notes that Labor officials were in- 
structed to assist in developing an older worker project using 
$1 million of Operation Mainstream's expansion moneys. 

Labor records show that the initial FEA proposal, while 
considered fundable, contained certain weaknesses and required 
revision. A second proposal was submitted to the Department 
and program officials decided to meet with the FEA president 
to clarify a number of issues, including the matter of FEA's 
capability. The program official primarily involved said 
that the purpose of the proposed meeting was the subject of 
telephone inquiries from both the former Assistant Secretary 
for Manpower and his executive assistant. After some 

13 
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discussions as to the level at which the meeting should take 
place, they decided that it should be at the program offi- 
cial's level. The executive assistant ultimately directed 
the program official to pursue all matters with the FEA presi- 
dent, except FEA's capability, which the executive assistant 
said he would handle personally. 

The executive assistant told us that he requested the 
FEA president to supply additional information regarding the 
capabilities of FEA and the FEA president. On June 15, 1972, 
the FEA president provided Labor with four reference letters 
regarding his character, integrity, and ability as an or- 
ganizer, as well as background data on the members of the 
board and copies of FEA's articles of incorporation, consti- 
tution, and bylaws. 

Labor Department records show that the above-mentioned 
meeting was held on June 7, 1972, and the FEA president 
agreed to revise the proposal and resubmit it by June 9, 1972. 
The revised proposal was submitted on June 10; the Department 
expedited processing of the proposal and records show that on 
June 30, Labor officials called the FEA president to come in 
and sign the contract document. 

The former Assistant Secretary told us that he was re- 
sponsible for the Department's action in funding FEA. He 
stated that, in his opinion, the $13 million was not allo- 
cated unreasonably in that only $1 million had gone to a new 
organization reportedly friendly to the administration. Some 
$8 million had gone to existing contractors reportedly un- 
friendly to the administration, an additional $2 million went 
to the U.S. Forest Service, and the remaining $2 million was 
set aside for locally sponsored proj ects . He did not believe 
undue pressure had been exerted on him to fund FEA. He summed 
up his position by saying that he had merely responded to 
White House requests for consideration. 

GRANT AWARD ACTIVITIES 

FEA files contained a copy of an HRC proposal to esta- 
blish 24 centers for the Spanish-speaking elderly. The pro- 
posal was submitted to the White House on June 9, 1972, and 
was also submitted to OF.O. According to OEO officials, HRC 
was not awarded the grant because it was a for-profit consult- 
ing firm and FEA was subsequently invited by a White House 
staff member to participate in the proposal as project 
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coordinator and HRC was to become a subcontractor to FEA. 

0E0 records show that FEA submitted an unsolicited proposal 
dated August 31, 1972, for the project. An OEO official ad- 
vised us that a White House staff member, L. J. Evans, Jr., 
directed OEO to fund the proposal from FEA which was for a 
major project concerning elderly Spanish- speaking people. 

OEO officials told us that Hr. Evans also instructed 
OEO to limit its forthcoming contract extension with the 
National Council on the Aging to 6 months after which OEO 
would be expected to award a grant or contract to FEA to 
provide a full range of professional training and technical 
assistance for OEO aging programs that had been provided by 
the National Council on the Aging for many years with funds 
from OEO and other agencies. 

The former Chief of the Older Persons Programs, in OEO's 
Office of Operations, stated in a memo dated November 17, 

1972, on his review of the proposal that he had been given 
FEA's proposal for review on or about September 18, 1972. 

He said in the memo that ha was "shocked at the weakness" of 
the proposal and wrote "a devastating" critique, which stated 
in part: 

"* * * the proposal as now written is an extraordinary 
weak, unfocused, uniformed and unprofessional job. 

It is without a doubt the weakest proposal of this 
magnitude that I have ever reviewed. It is really 
an unbroken chain of mundane cliches, uniformed 
statements of purported fact and immoderate condem- 
nation of all existing agencies and programs as they 
relate to the Spanish-speaking elderly* * *." 

The former Chief's memo said that he was later given a 
copy of a letter dated October 20, 1972, from the FEA presi- 
dent which contained some modifications of the work plan and 
a "loosely constructed" budget for about $400,000. OEO program 
officials told us that despite their disapproval the former 
Associate Director of OEO's Office of Program Review in- 
structed the former Chief to get the project funded and gave 
the Older Persons program staff 24 hours to produce a signed 
grant document. 

The former Chief's memo stated that he was (1) told the 
grant was to be completely processed and signed by the end of 
the following day, (2) instructed to serve as the project 
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manager for the grant and in that capacity to sign as its 
originator and to prepare in draft all the necessary technical 
grant papers with the help of a technician in the Grants Pro- 
cessing Branch, and (3) told that the work program and budget 
were to be accepted as presented with no further opportunity 
for negotiating work or budget provisions. 

0E0 officials said that, at a briefing session held 
October 31, 1972, they were advised by the executive assistant 
to the former Associate Director for Program Review that the 
normal agency requirement for Project Review Board approval 
had been waived, that normal approval of the Mayor of 
Washington and certain governors would be handled informally, 
and that standard procedures for announcing the grant were 
to be bypassed for the time being. 

A set of special conditions was prepared which, accord- 
ing to the former Chief, would have provided the Government 
with some control over the conduct of the work program. The 
former Chief said he was told by the former Associate Director 
for Program Review that the special conditions were considered 
to be too harsh and perhaps illegal. They were later consider- 
ably revised. All the other grant papers, according to the 
former Chief, were typed on October 31, by an FEA secretary 
who was sent to 0E0 for that purpose. 

The former Chief, in his critique of the grant, stated 
the following reservations: 

1. He considered the grantee totally unqualified to 
do the job. 

2. He thought the grant could produce nothing that was 
not already well researched and tested. He stated 
also that it was a weak and poorly designed plan. 

3. He believed that a planning grant of this nature 
should not exceed $75,000 to $90,000. 

4. He sensed that he had been used to give the grant 
some semblance of legitimacy. 

5. FEA had not, and could never, within several years, 
acquire an acceptable degree of competence to perform 
training and technical assistance functions which 
would be required if FEA took over other grantees' 
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responsibilities and that no service at all would 
be preferable to a contract with FEA from program 
and political standpoints. 

We discussed the preaward activities leading to the 0E0 
grant with the former Associate Director for Program Review, 
who became acting 0E0 Director in January of 1973, and with 
his former executive assistant. They said the former Asso- 
ciate Director was aware of FEA's proposal and was in favor- 
of executing a grant to FEA. The former executive assistant, 
however, was the 0E0 official most involved in the preaward 
activities . 

The former Associate Director advised us that the FEA 
grant had White House backing and that he believed the grant 
award was valid. He also stated that, if the grantee was 
qualified and if the funds could be used effectively in a 
nonpolitical manner, he believed he was justified in recom- 
mending that the award be made. The former Associate Director 
said FEA's White House support was not unique since it had 
expressed support for other specific grants or contracts. 

The former executive assistant told us that, to the 
best of his knowledge, the former Associate Director had ac- 
companied him to the White House to meet with Mr. Evans, but 
that after the initial White House meeting, the Associate 
Director did not get involved in the day to day activities 
involving the proposal. He said he perceived the fact that 
the former Associate Director had taken him to the White 
House and introduced him to the former White House staff 
member as a directive to cooperate with the White House. 

The executive assistant told us the FEA proposal was 
first brought to his attention by the 0E0 Deputy Director 
and that he met FEA's president at the initial meeting at 
Mr. Evans' office. He said that, after 0E0 received the pro- 
posal, Mr. Evans telephoned him to express his support for 
FEA and then had frequent contact with him until the grant 
was awarded. The executive assistant said he attempted to 
get the proposal approved within OEO in the shortest possible 
time and that this effort, coupled with the fact that he was 
the executive assistant to the Associate Director for Program 
Review, may have caused lower level OEO officials to construe 
his activities as being directed by the Associate Director 
when in fact they were not. 
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OEO program officials advised us that the former 
Associate Director had not been directly involved in any 
specific preaward activities and that, in all likelihood, 
he had not been aware of how the FEA grant was processed. 

The former Associate Director advised that he was surprised 
to learn that shortcuts had been taken in the grant-processing 
procedure. He told us that he had directed his executive 
assistant to insure that any activity undertaken be absolutely 
above board. 

WHITE HOUSE INVOLVEMENT 


During our inquiries into purported White House involve- 
ment in preaward contract and grant activities, we interviewed 
L. J. Evans, Jr., the former White House staff member who 
served as Project Manager for the Elderly. According to 
agency officials it was this staff member who allegedly in- 
tervened in preaward activities. Mr. Evans said his only 
preaward involvement concerning the Labor Department contract 
consisted of putting certain potential contractors, including 
FEA, in contact with appropriate Department officials. 

Mr. Evans denied any prior knowledge of the OEO grant award 
and any involvement in the grant's proposal phase. 

Labor contract 


Mr. Evans said he first learned of FEA's contract 
through a direct congressional inquiry. He told us that his 
initial contact with Labor concerning the additional funds 
made available for the Operation Mainstream program occurred 
when he was telephoned by a Department official (whose name 
he could not remember) , who inquired as to how the additional 
funds were to be allocated. Mr. Evans said that he suggested 
that existing contractors be given the additional money. 

Mr. Evans told us that sometime after the phone call 
from Labor, two contractors- -FEA and an existing contractor 
under the Operation Mainstream program- -called his office and 
asked how they could obtain part of the expansion funds. He 
said he directed the groups to Labor and later a Department 
official called him to ask how the contract with FEA should 
be developed. 

Mr. Evans told us that a meeting was arranged in his 
office between Labor and FEA representatives to discuss the 
proposed contract. He could only remember one other meeting 
involving the Operation Mainstream program. This meeting, 
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held later at the office of the then Assistant Secretary 
for Manpower, involved a review of plans for distributing 
the Operation Mainstream expansion funds. According to 
Mr. Evans, the meeting was requested by the Assistant 
Secretary . 

Mr. Evans said he never intended any of his actions to 
be construed as "applying pressure" and responded negatively 
to our questions as to whether he ever directly or indirectly 
suggested awarding a Department contract to FEA. He said 
that, if Labor construed his actions as representing pressure 
to execute a contract with FEA, it was the Department's error 
since at no time did he intercede on behalf of FEA. 

0E0 grant 

Mr. Evans denied any knowledge or involvement in the 
award of the 0E0 grant to FEA. He did acknowledge that he 
had complained to the Deputy Director of 0E0 about the lack 
of 0E0 assistance for programs for Spanish- speaking elderly. 
He said that he had received an inquiry from a U.S. Senator 
concerning the lack of assistance programs for the Spanish- 
speaking elderly. 

Mr. Evans said that the 0E0 Deputy Director called to 
advise him that a grant had been made to FEA for a program 
to aid the Spanish- speaking elderly. He said he told the 
0E0 official that he was pleased since it was, in his view, 
something that would help the elderly and would also satisfy 
the inquiry from the Senator. He denied having anything to 
do with the approval. 
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CHAPTER S 

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS 
ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS UNDER THE OEO GRANT 

On November 1, 1972, OEO awarded FEA a grant for 
$399,839 aimed at developing in depth demographic data on 
the characteristics and needs of the elderly poor. One ob- 
jective was to identify special groups among the elderly 
poor who may have distinctive problems which are not being 
met by existing Federal programs and to suggest ways of 
dealing effectively with those problems. 

A project goal was to determine whether the Spanish- 
speaking elderly poor are among those special groups not 
benefiting from Federal assistance programs. There was to 
be a followup demonstration phase for the establishment of 
prototype resource centers. The centers were to be located 
in communities whose populations were predominatly of 
Mexican-American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban ethnic backgrounds. 

Once underway, the resource centers would be furnished 
information on all federally sponsored programs to help the 
elderly poor. The information was to be assembled and dis- 
seminated by the grantee through a national information 
center established in Washington, D.C. 

We did not review FEA's activities under the grant since 
OEO was conducting program reviews at FEA headquarters and 
the three resource centers and a financial review at the 
subcontractor's HRC offices in California. The OEO report 
on program activities was not available at the time we con- 
cluded our fieldwork. A November 20, 1973, interim report 
on the review of HRC's financial activities states that 
costs of about $37,000 had been questioned. 

ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS 
UNDER THE LABOR CONTRACT 

Labor's $1 million contract with FEA was for the man- 
agement and coordination of a program to provide work op- 
portunities for elderly disadvantaged workers in California 
and Florida. The contract was extended and increased by 
$540,000. Enrollees were employed in the San Francisco- 
Oakland area and in the greater Tallahassee area. FEA is 
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responsible for overall management and coordination of the 
program. To administer the programs provided by the con- 
tract, FEA subcontracted in July 1972, with two groups, 
Retirement Jobs, Incorporated (RJI) in San Jose and Florida 
State University, Tallahassee. By July 1973 FEA had termi- 
nated its subcontractors choosing instead to have the pro- 
gram administered by its project-type organization. Jobs for 
Older Americans (JOA) . 

As discussed below, the Florida project seems to have 
been managed properly but it did not meet its placement 
goals. The San Francisco operation was generally accomplish- 
ing its program objectives although recordkeeping and in- 
ternal controls needed improvement. The Oakland operation 
was not effective in achieving its primary objective of 
training and placing disadvantaged elderly persons in un- 
subsidized jobs, in that many of the enrollees claimed as 
unsubsidized placements by the Oakland office had actually 
been working for the same employer or industry before, dur- 
ing, and after their enrollment. 

FEA's Florida activities 

The Florida project began operation in July 17, 1972. 
Under this segment of the contract, the university was re- 
sponsible for locating work opportunities for 100 enrollees. 
In addition, the project was to provide guidance and coun- 
seling to new enrollees, train or orient individuals requir- 
ing those functions, provide liaison between the worksite 
agency and the enrollee, and to place no less than 75 per- 
cent of the. pro ject ' s enrollees into unsubsidized jobs. 

Although the university's involvement with the project 
terminated on June 30, 1973, JOA continued to operate the 
project. Through September 16, 1973, 197 persons have been 
enrolled in the Florida project. Of these, 33 were placed 
in unsubsidized jobs, 63 were terminated from the program, 
and 101 were working in subsidized jobs. The project also 
placed 12 individuals who were not enrolled in the program 
directly into unsubsidized work. 

We found no major problems in the management of the 
JOA Florida activity. We noted some minor deficiencies- - 
problems in enrollment procedures, enrollee counseling, and 
paycheck handling procedures--which we brought to the project 
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director's attention. He concurred and agreed to take 
corrective actions which we believe, would be adequate to 
prevent the reoccurrance of the types of deficiencies noted. 

FEA's California activities 


The California project began operation in July 1972. 
Under this segment of the contract, RJI was initially re- 
sponsible for locating work opportunities for 250 enrollees . 
This was to be accomplished partially with staff from RJI's 
five existing offices in northern California and from three 
new offices which were to be opened within 90 days of the 
contract award. RJI was also to assume responsibility for 
finding permanent positions for 75 percent of the enrollees. 

In September 1972 FEA notified RJI that all management 
responsibility for the JOA program was to be transferred to 
Masato Inaba (a consultant who was to later become a prin- 
cipal in HRC) and Beatrice Gartz , who was to become FEA's 
California State Project Director. The president of FEA had 
previously informed RJI that he seriously doubted whether 
RJI could place 250 people in jobs during the entire per- 
formance period of the contract. 

By October 10, 1972, the transfer was complete. Shortly 
thereafter FEA's president informed RJI that it had no 
further responsibility or obligation for the program. 

The California JOA segment consisted of a San Francisco 
office and an Oakland office. Ms. Gartz, the State Project 
Director, was also in charge of the San Francisco office. 

Her staff consisted of five enrollees working about 4 hours 
a day. The Oakland office operated, for the most part, in- 
dependently. It was staffed by a manager and two job 
counselors--one for Chinese- speaking enrollees and one for 
non- Chinese- speaking enrollees. 

JOA records indicate that 648 individuals were enrolled 
in the California project through September 20, 1973. 

Oakland activities 

The Oakland office, which began operation in February 
1973, was located at the headquarters of tke Oakland Chinese 
Association and the Oakland project manager. Dr. Chook, was 
also the executive secretary of the association. 
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Dr. Chook told us that he had developed and negotiated 
a program with local employers to provide job training to 
Oakland office enrollees at Government expense. Under the 
agreement, employers were to provide training for about 
4 weeks and would then hire the enrollee. The training pro- 
gram, according to Dr. Chook, was conducted at the employer's 
place of business. 

Dr. Chook stated that he determined when an enrollee 
was to move from subsidized to unsubsidized employment. 

Dr. Chook said he evaluated the enrollees' ability to pro- 
duce an acceptable product in making his decision rather 
than adhering to a rigid 4-week schedule. Dr. Chook said he 
believed employers did not gain any advantages by hiring 
enrollees, primarily because JOA determined when an enrollee 
was ready for transition and also because employers were 
donating the use of equipment and supervisors' time during 
the training period. Dr. Chook told us that without the JOA 
program employers would not have hired these elderly Chinese- 
speaking individuals. 

Dr. Chook said that, under the program, enrollees were 
paid stipends by FEA while learning the job and understood 
that the employer would hire them as a regular employee at 
the end of the training period. 

When we advised Dr. Chook we intended to interview en- 
rollees, employers, and former enrollees placed in unsub- 
sidized employment, Dr. Chook requested we not go to em- 
ployers' premises because employers were afraid of "Federal 
people" and would probably fire the employees we inquired 
about. We agreed not to talk to enrollees, employers, or 
former enrollees at the outset, since we could get the re- 
quired information through State records. Data obtained 
from the State pointed out possible problems in eligibility 
of enrollees and validity of placements. We ultimately 
visited employers and former enrollees at the worksites. 

Of the 297 California enrollees placed into unsubsidized 
jobs from July 20, 1972, to September 20, 1973, 236 had been 
placed since February 1973 through the efforts of the FEA 
Oakland project manager. We randomly sampled 79 of the 297 
reported placements and examined individual wage earning 
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records available from the State. 1 Oakland reported placing 
59 of the 79, and San Francisco reported placing the remain- 
ing 20. The earnings data for the 79 placements for the 
5-quarter period ending March 31, 1973, showed that almost 
three quarters of the individuals claimed as unsubsidized 
placements by the Oakland project had recent work histories; 
some had earned amounts above the poverty level income cri- 
teria used by the Manpower Administration in determining 
eligibility. Data for the 59 Oakland placements is shown 
below . 


Number Percent 

Number of enrollees claimed as 
placements whose eligibility 


was questionable: 


43 

73 

Enrollees placed in 

the same 



industry in which 

they had 



worked within the 

past year 

-17 

-29 


Enrollees claimed as placements 
who had, based on employee 
wage earning records, worked 
steadily within the same com- 


pany or industry as placed 

-26 

-44 

Enrollees who were eligible based 
on employee wage earning records 

16 

27 

Total 

59 

100 

Program objectives not conveyed 




to enrollees or employers 

In our attempts to ascertain why such a large number of 
Oakland enrollees appeared ineligible, we learned that in- 
dividuals were attracted to the Oakland office through leaf- 
lets distributed by JOA personnel within the Chinese commun- 
ity. The leaflets indicated that both unemployed and em- 
ployed individuals were eligible to participate. 


'California requires employers to report quarterly on em- 
ployee earnings. It does this to be able to determine the 
amount an individual applying for unemployment compensation 
is entitled to receive. 
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Oakland applicants were interviewed twice before being 
accepted into the program--first when they applied at the 
FEA Office in Oakland and then by a representative of the 
California State Department of Human Resources Development 
(DHRD) 1 office in Oakland. 

At the two interviewing processes, applicants provided 
all information asked of them, including whether they were 
currently employed. The interviewers were not aware of the 
actual criteria for enrollment. DHRD officials at the Oak- 
land office told us that they were not aware that FEA was 
operating the program as part of Operation Mainstream. 

Also, they said they understood that they were merely fill- 
ing job orders from the Oakland project manager requiring 
Chinese-speaking people who were at least 55 years old. 

Neither the enrollees nor their employers had been made 
aware of the program's objectives. We contacted 9 of 37 em- 
ployers listed by the Oakland project manager as worksite 
employers. Eight maintained they were never contacted about 
training elderly persons to develop sufficient skills for 
regular employment. The ninth employer said she was visited 
by two women who discussed the program but that her firm was 
never a participant. All nine said they did not know the 
Oakland project manager or his assistants nor had they been 
contacted about work programs for their firms' elderly 
workers . 

We reviewed worksite employers' records for 18 former 
enrollees claimed as unsubsidized placements. Sixteen of 
these 18 individuals were paid by the employers for periods 
before, during, and after their enrollment in the program, 
in addition to receiving about $140 each in stipends from 
JOA for 4 weeks of subsidized employment. 

We interviewed 12 of the 59 Oakland enrollees selected 
in our sample. The enrollees interviewed generally stated 
they were unaware of the program's purpose and that friends 
had encouraged them to apply for the program; one told us 
that she was told by a mem from the Chinese Association to 


i 

The California component of the Federal/State employment 
security program. One of DHRD's primary functions is to 
accept job orders from employers and try to fill the orders 
with individuals who had filed applications with DHRD. 
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sign up for "free money." Following is a summary of the 
interviews with former enrollees: 

— 10 said they had learned of the program from friends. 

--9 said they were told that to qualify for the program 
they had to be at least 55 and 6 said they were told 
they had to be employed . 

--11 stated they were employed at the company listed as 
the training worksite at the time of their alleged 
enrollment . 

The Oakland project director said he was unable to 
spend time checking each applicant's eligibility and was 
forced to rely on enrollees to do the screening. He also 
stated he had never contacted any businesses where enrollees 
were supposedly trained and placed, but he said he had con- 
tacted supervisors. However, as pointed out earlier, em- 
ployers we contacted were not aware of the program. 

Work experience project not 

limited to public and/or private 

nonprofit institutions 

According to the special provisions of the contract, 
programs established under the contract were to be limited 
to enrollees working in public and/or private nonprofit in- 
stitutions. Almost all the enrollees participating in the 
Oakland segment were placed in private for-profit concerns, 
primarily in the garment industry. 

During our review, the California State Department of 
Industrial Relations investigated the garment manufacturers 
in the San Francisco Bay area for compliance with wage laws. 
The investigation included four employers FEA listed as par- 
ticipating in the program. State investigators found three 
of the employers violating State labor laws in the area of 
working conditions, overtime payments, and time card 
preparation . 

We discussed our findings with the Oakland project 
manager who initially accepted them and agreed with our con- 
clusions. Subsequently he took exception to the manner in 
which we described his involvement in the Oakland project. 
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By letter dated January 4, 1974, we provided him with a 
summary of our understanding of his involvement and activity 
and asked for any clarification he might wish to offer. As 
of March 30, 1974, he had not responded. 

San Francisco operation 


Although program goals in San Francisco were generally 
being accomplished in terms of assisting the elderly poor, 
the recordkeeping activities and internal control procedures 
needed improvement. The following problems existed. 

--No documentation to support about $60,000 of in-kind 
contributions and certain expenditures. 

--Time cards were not properly prepared for 32 (40 per- 
cent) of 79 sampled enrollees who received pay checks 
on September 20, 1973. For the most part worksite 
supervisors had signed time cards for enrollees and 
some time cards had not been signed by either the 
supervisor or the enrollee. 

--33 (42 percent) of the 79 had no record of DHRD eli- 
gibility certification on file at the JOA San Fran- 
cisco office. 

When the eligibility certification problem was brought 
to the attention of the California project director, she 
visited two local DHRD offices involved in screening appli- 
cants and obtained written statements verifying the eligi- 
bility of some of the sampled enrollees. She also sent five 
other enrollees to DHRD offices to obtain certification 
cards, which they did. These actions reduced the number of 
individuals not having a DHRD eligibility certification to 
21 (27 percent). We were unable to arrive at a reliable 
estimate of the number of ineligible enrollees in our sample 
or in the California program. 

An indication of the possible magnitude of the problem 
of enrollee ineligibility based on income can be obtained 
from the results of a Labor- instituted study of family in- 
come data for all active Operation Mainstream enrollees. 
Labor directed all Operation Mainstream contractors to re- 
screen family income data for all active enrollees. FEA' s 
final report on its California project showed that about 
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20 percent of the enrollees had income sufficiently exceeding 
the maximum to require termination from the program. 

JOA reported that from July 20, 1972, to September 20, 
1973, 61 enrollees had been placed in unsubsidized jobs 
through the efforts of the San Francisco office. We selected 
a random sample of 20 enrollees claimed as placements by the 
San Francisco office and found that 2 enrollees had been 
placed in the same industry in which they had worked within 
the past year. The two cases were brought to the attention 
of the California project director who stated that the en- 
rollees in question had been recalled to work by firms that 
had laid them off earlier in the year. As a result, all 
20 appeared to be eligible based on a check of earnings 
records . 

The various deficiencies were pointed out to the proj- 
ect's director and she subsequently advised us of actions 
being taken to overcome the problems, which included hiring 
a bookkeeper. 
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CHAPTER 6 

FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES 

The Committees asked that we review FEA's financial 
activities under the Labor contract and the 0E0 grant. We 
reviewed transactions covering the period from the inception 
of the contract and grant through June 30, 1973. 

RESULTS OF REVIEW 


FEA maintained a double-entry accounting system to record 
receipt and expenditure of Federal funds; however, the manner 
in which these records were maintained and the lack of ap- 
propriate checks and balances rendered the accounting system 
and related internal controls inadequate. Appropriate con- 
trols had not been established to encourage compliance with 
prescribed Labor and OEO requirements and to insure that grant 
and contract funds were used only for authorized purposes or 
to check the accuracy or reliability of accounting records. 

When reviewing financial activities, we questioned ex- 
penditures of about $184,000 under the contract and about 
$30,000 under the grant. Labor and OEO will make final dis- 
position of these questioned expenditures. On February 19, 
1974, Labor began an audit of FEA transactions from July 1, 
1973, to the end of the contract period. It will also audit 
FEA transactions under the OEO grant from July 1, 1973, to 
the end of the grant period. 

No separation of duties to insure 
proper internal control 

The duties and responsibilities for receiving cash and 
check disbursements were not divided among employees to in- 
sure proper internal control. 

The president received all moneys for the corporation 
and also deposited the funds and directed his accountant as 
to recording the receipts in the accounting records. Either 
the president or his secretary prepared and signed all checks 
without requiring a counter signature by another officer of 
the corporation. 
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Adjustments recorded without explanation 

FEA's accounting records contain numerous adjusting 
entries made at various times during the year to reclassify 
transactions which were apparently incorrectly recorded. 
However, the adjustments were not explained to permit a de- 
termination of the propriety and allowability of such costs. 

Inadequate travel procedures 

FEA employees traveled outside the program area without 
prior Labor and 0E0 authorization. Employees did not docu- 
ment the purpose of the trip and did not report on the busi- 
ness conducted. Travelers were reimbursed on an actual 
expense basis rather than in accordance with the per diem 
limitations of the Standard Government Travel Regulations as 
required by the grant and contract. We questioned about 
$23,700 in travel expenses because of a lack of documentation 
to support the travel or because the travel was unathorized 
or the cost claimed exceeded the maximum allowed. 

For example, FEA paid $1,313 to a travel agency for four 
air fares for FEA personnel to Las Vegas to attend conference 
meetings, however, there was no documention present that the 
trip was connected with contract or grant business. 

The president of FEA and his wife traveled to Hawaii in 
April 1973 and submitted expense reports totaling $1,325 al- 
though no contract or grant activity was being conducted 
there. He did not prepare a report on the business he con- 
ducted, when we questioned him about the trip, he advised 
us that he went to Hawaii to observe a day care center for 
the elderly and that his wife provided secretarial service 
and accepted transporation in lieu of salary. 

Allowability of staff salaries and 
use of leave could not be verifed 


OEO instructions provide that no employee shall, without 
OEO approval, be hired at a rate of compensation which exceeds, 
by more than 20 percent, the salary he was receiving in his 
immediately proceeding employment. Salary increases of more 
than 20 percent, or $2,500, whichever is smaller, within a 
single 12 month period must be approved by OEO. Since FEA 
did not maintain individual personnel files or other records 
indicating earnings prior to employment under the Federal 
programs, we could not verify if amounts paid to employees 
were within OEO guidelines. 
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We did note, however, that FEA employed one individual 
as a director of Federal Aging Programs at a starting salary 
of $7,200 at January 2, 1973 and that by June 1973 FEA had 
raised her salary by 56. 5 percent to $11,267, without OEO 
approval . 

We also could not ascertain the accrued annual and sick 
leave balances for staff employees because FEA did not main- 
tain these records. 

Inadequate procurement practices 

A large number of equipment and supply purchases under 
the contract were made through private suppliers without first 
obtaining written permission from the contracting officer. 
Under Labor's general provisions for cost-reimbursement- 
type contracts, contractors are to use the procurement 
sources available through the General Services Administration 
to the extent possible prior to considering private source 
procurement, unless otherwise authorized in writing. FEA 
paid $5,063 from contract funds for equipment and supplies, 
of which $3,809 were purchases made through private suppliers. 

Unauthorized charges to Labor and OEO funds 
for personal insurance and medical bills 

From Labor and OEO funds FEA paid $15,000 for life and 
disability insurance for FEA's president and his wife and 
paid $1,670 for medical bills for FEA's president and his 
family. The beneficiary of the president's $300,000 whole 
life and $40,000 term policy was his wife. The first bene- 
ficiary of the wife's $100,000 whole life policy, according 
to letters from an official of the insurance company, was 
FEA or the U.S. Treasury for premiums paid. The FEA president 
and his two sons were the beneficiaries for remaining death 
benefit proceeds. 

Our review also showed that the insurance company re- 
funded $270 of the premiums paid for life and disability 
insurance discussed above which was not redeposited. 

Rental of an apartment as 
additional office space 

FEA paid $281 out of OEO grant funds in May 1973 for 
1 month's rent for an apartment in Washington, D.C., and 
classified the expenditure as rental expense for additional 
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office space. We were informed that the apartment was used 
by visitors and employees of FEA. We visited the apartment 
and found it to be an eff iciency-type (1 room and bath) con- 
taining two day beds, a table, four chairs, and chest of 
drawers. At the time of our visit in August, the apartment 
was still being rented by FEA, but rent payments were 
2 months in arrears. The rent payments were ultimately made 
after the end of the period covered by our review. 

Grant and contract funds used 
for wrong purposes 

In several instances FEA used contract funds to pay for 
grant expenditures and grant funds to pay for contract ex- 
penditures . 

For example: 

--FEA paid $2,045.50 from Labor funds for staff salaries, 
accounting fees, and travel under the OEO grant. 

--FEA paid $1,800 from Labor funds for consulting 
services relating to the OEO grant proposal. 

--FEA paid $1,500 out of OEO funds for legal fees in 
defense of a suit brought by a subcontractor under the 
Labor contract. 1 

FEA also paid $4,722 from Labor funds for an automobile 
purchased by FEA's president for his personal use. He re- 
imbursed the Department account the next day. 

SUMMARY OF QUESTIONED EXPENDITURES 
UNDER LABOR'S CONTRACT AND OEO'S GRANT 

We reviewed FEA'.s expenditures under the Labor contract 
for the year ended June 30, 1973, and under the OEO grant 
for the 8 months ended June 30, 1973. Summarized in the 
following schedules are the expenditures incurred under 
Labor's contract and OEO's grant for the periods. The 


l FEA was involved in a law suit with its initial subcontrac- 
tor RJI over termination of RJI's subcontract. 
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schedules also contain those costs which we believe were 
inadequately supported or which either were not supported or 
not properly authorized. Labor and 0E0 will make the final 
disposition as to the allowability of the various questioned 

expendit ures. ___ 

/ 

Libor Coatrmct 

/ Expenditure! questioned relating 

to Transactions Between June 30 . 1972 and June 30 . 1973 \ 





Total 

In- 






ques- 

adequate 

No 

Unauthor- 

Account 

Budgeted 

Actual 

tioned 

support 

support 

ized 

Enrollee wages 
Enrollee fringe 

$700,000 

$635,597 

$ 5,655 

$ - 

$ 5,655 

$ - 

benefits 
Other enrollee 

85,000 

62,078 

b 61,17S 

- 

61,175 

- 

costs 

14,386 

13,456 

13,456 

- 

5,220 

8,236 

Staff salaries 
Staff fringe 

83,279 

86,874 

36,689 

■ 

31,031 

5,658 

benefits 

10,793 

13,096 

7,433 

- 

2,806 

5,627 

Consultants 

26,200 

23,249 

22,669 

10,975 

8,894 

2,800 

Accounting 

2,720 

2,847 

1,681 


1,383 

298 

Rent 

12,682 

13,044 

7,139 

- 

7,139 

- 

Telephone 

5,600 

5,876 

2,893 

- 

1,860 

1,033 

Office supplies 

2,717 

1,550 

“2,383 

- 

2,353 

30 

Travel 

17,870 

17,308 

16,097 

- . 

16,097 

- 

Reproduction 

920 

677 

677 

- 

677 

- 

Equipaent 

3,272 

3,513 

2,027 

- 

2,027 

- 

Postage 

1,200 

1,095 

626 

- 

626 

- 

Insurance 
Florida State 

2,003 

1,985 

1,108 

■ 

319 

789 

University 

overhead 

2,544 

1,302 

1,302 

. 

1,302 

_ 

Bank charges 

34 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Miscellaneous 

- 

815 

715 

76 

639 

- 

Total 







expendi- 

tures 

$971.220 

$884.362 

$183.725 

$11.051 

$148.203 

$24,471 


“Excess of questioned oyer actual expenditures represents account adjustments 
which were not identifiable. 


b This itea questioned because the CPA firm handling FEA’s accounts had not 
provided requested data at the tine this statenent was prepared. 
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OEO Grant 

Expenditures questioned relating 
to Transactions Between November 1, 1972 and June 30, 1973 





Total 

ques- 

In- 

adequate 

No 

Unauthor- 

Account 

Budgeted 

Actual 

tioned 

support 

support 

ized 

Salary and wages 
Temporary as- 

<127,875 

< 75,545 

$ 1,586 

< - 

< - 

$ 1,586 

sistance 

- 

3.S5S 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Fringe benefits 

19,182 

15,550 

9,501 

- 

- 

9,501 

Consultants 

32,000 

18,823 

6,150 

3,150 

1,275 

1,275 

Travel 

44,788 

23,327 

7,593 

- 

- 

7,593 

Rent 

4,200 

2,681 

281 

- 

- 

281 

Other direct costs 
Overhead 

77,444 

15,000 





HRC staff sal a- 

ries 

- 

42,547 

- 

- 

- 

- 

HRC fixed fee 

- 

8,958 

- 

- 

- 

- 

FEA advertising 

- 

18 

- 


- 

- 

FEA promotion 

- 

1,629 

1,603 


- 

1,603 

FEA telephone 
FEA conference 
' lunches and 


1,109 





meetings 


108 

108 


- 

108 

FEA equipment 


2,197 

707 


- 

707 

FEA accounting 
FEA dues and sub- 


917 

918 


* 

918 

scriptions 


446 

264 


- 

264 

FEA insurance 
HRC miscellaneous 


190 

190 


“ 

190 

costs 

FEA miscellaneous 


1,847 

- 


“ 

7 

costs 


402 

377 


7 

370 

FEA supplies 


1.732 

942 


16 

926 

Total overhead 

94,350 

62.100 

5,109 

_ 

23 

5.086 

Total expend!- 

tures 

<399.839 

<216.581 

<30.220 

<3.150 

<1.298 

<25.772 
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CHAPTER 7 
SCOPE OF REVIEW 

We began our review under the initial request in 
March 1973 and the review under the second request in 
June 1973 with fieldwork substantially completed by Novem- 
ber 30, 1973. 

Our work was done at FEA headquarters offices; the 
Department of Labor; and OEO, Washington, D.C.; the offices 
of Florida State University; Human Resources Corporation in 
San Francisco; and FEA's JOA in San Francisco and Tallahassee. 
We examined policies and procedures of the Federal agencies 
and FEA, contract and grant provisions, income and expendi- 
tures from inception of the contract (June 30, 1972) and the 
grant (November 1, 1972) through the end of fiscal year 1973, 
and the system of accounting and related internal controls. 

We visited FEA, JOA, and HRC offices, selected enrollees ’ 
worksites, and a prototype resources center. 

We also examined certain facets of the operations of 
the Florida State University and the Human Resources Corpora- 
tion. These organizations were affiliated with FEA as sub- 
contractors to carry .out activities under the contract and 
the grant. 

We made random statistical samples of current enrollees 
and those that were reported placed into unsubsidized employ- 
ment by the JOA California programs. As of September 20, 1973, 
there were 237 active enrollees in the JOA California project. 
We selected a random sample of 79 enrollees to determine in- 
dividual eligibility for the program. To determine individual 
eligibility and placement of enrollees terminated from the 
program after being placed into unsubsidized employment, we 
randomly selected 79 of the 297 individuals reported by JOA 
as being placed into imsubsidized employment as of Septem- 
ber 20, 1973. 

We interviewed employers, enrollees, and former enrollees 
who had participated in the JOA California project. We ob- 
served the enrollee pay check distribution process used by 
the California and Florida JOA projects. 
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APPENDIX I 


COMM) 8. MUSKIE, MAINS 
HW WK E. MOSS, UTAH 
COWARD M. KtWtDY, MASS. 
WALTER F. MONOALE. MINN. 
VANCE KARTKE, I NO. 
CLAIBORNE PELL. R.I. 
THOMAS F. EAaiJtTON, MO. 
JOHN V. TUNNEY, CALIF. 
LAWTON CWLSS, FLA. 


WILLIAM B. SAXSE, OHIO 
EDWARD W. BROOKE, MASS. 
CHARLES H. PERCY. ILL. 
ROBERT T. STAFFORD, VT. 
j. OUENN BEALL. JR.. MD. 
FETE V. DOMEMCI, N. MEX. 


WILLIAM E. OMOL, STAFF DIRECTOR 

JOHN ROY MILLER, MINORITY STAFF DIRECTOR 


'TUCrxHet) Ubieties Senate 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

(pursuant TO B. RES. *1, no OONORESs) 

Washington. D.c. 20510 

March 5, 1973 


Honorable Elmer B. Staats 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, Northwest 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Staats: 

Enclosed are copies of letters sent by us to the Department 
of Labor in regard to a contract awarded to the Federation of Experienced 
Americans . 

We have not received a reply to either letter. 

We would like, therefore, to request the Government Accounting 
Office to make inquiries into the issues raised in that report. 

May we ask, therefore, that you ask the appropriate person at 
GAO to get in touch with William Oriol of the Committee on Aging staff 
and James Murphy of the Subcommittee staff to discuss objectives and 
methods for ^ch a study? 

Sincerely, 

Thomas F. Eagle ton 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 
Aging, Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare 




Chairman 

U.S. Senate Special 
Committee on Aging 


Enclosures 
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APPENDIX II 


HARRISON A. W1UJAMS, JR., N.J. 
ALAR BIBLE, NEV„ 

JENN1NO* RANDOLPH, W. VA. 
EDMUND S. MUSKIE, MAINE 
FRANK E. MOSS, UTAH 
EDWARD M. KCfWEDV, MASS. 
WALTER F. MONOALE, MINN. 
VANCE HAITTKE, IND. 

CLAIBORNE FELL, R.l. 

THOMAS F. EAOLETON, MO. 

JOHN V. TUNNEY, CALIF. 

LAWTON CHILES, FLA. 


HIRAM L. FONG, HAWAII 
CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, WTO. 
EDWARD J. BURNEY, FLA. 
WILLIAM B. SAXBC, OHIO 
EDWARD W. BROOKE, MAM. 
CHARLES H. PERCY, ILL. 
ROBERT T. STAFFORD, VT. 

J. GLENN IIFAI 1 , JR.. MD. 


PETE V. DOMENICI, M. MEX. 


WILLIAM E. ORIOL, STAFF DIRECTOR 
□AVID, A. AFFELDT, CHIEF COUNSEL 
JOM}.bUY MILLER. MINORITY STAFF DIRECTOR 


SPECIAL COMMITT-E^'bwXft^f^gcg 

(PURRUANT TO I. RES. *1, MO OONBRKM) 

WASHINGTON. tji.C. 20810 

June 29, 1973 


Honorable Elmer B. St.aats 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, Northwest 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Staats: 


On March 5, we requested that the General Accounting Office 
make inquiries with regard to certain federal contract and grant 
awards to the Federation of Experienced Americans. At this time 
we would ask that the scope of the investigation be expanded to 
include a full financial audit of the Federation of Experienced 
Americans. 

The objective of the investigation, in addition to the audit 
of financial transactions of FEA, would be to determine the basis 
upon which the contract and grant awards were made and the identi- 
fication and activities of persons involved. 


We appreciate the attention which you and the staff have given 

Sincerely, 




U.S. Senate Special 
Committee on Aging 


thomas F. Eagle ton ' 
Chairman, Subcommittee 
on Aging, Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare 
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Evans Exhibit No. 4 



1572 


KQ. 


Tt 13 SECOSD 



All of the circumstances surrounding the processing and awarding 
of the above grant have been so irregular that I as taking this 
cisans to record ar.d document some cf those circumstances to 
protect myself and perhaps seme other people within the agency 
in the event of possible future embarrassing disclosures® 

I was informed by a staff member of the Office of Program Review 
in the early part cf September that: 

1) The agency had bean ordered by a junior Uhite Mouse Staff 
member to fund a proposal from the Federation of Experienced 
Americans (an outfit of which I had never heard despite, ay 
intimate familiarity with all recognized national organizations 
in the aging field') to conduct a major project concerned with 
elderly Spanish-Speaking people® 

2) That the same Chifce House Staff member had instructed CEO. to 
limit its forthcoming contract extension (effective September 24) 
with the National Council on the Aging to a six-month period 
after which we would be expected to award a grant or contract 

to the Federation of Experienced Americans to provide the 
full range of professional training and technical assistance 
for our aging programs that have been provided by KCOA*.over a 
period of years s 

Two or three days before I was scheduled to leave for a _ vacation 
in Europe on September 20. I was given a copy of the Spanish- 
speaking proposal sr.d instructed to comment frankly on it and to 
propose constructive changes that would improve the work program 
and cake the proposal more professionally credible® 
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la to on oho afternoon of October 2-0 X was given a copy of a 
letter iron Brody dated October 20 ’./'iich contained some modifications 
of ths work plan and a locsoly constructed budget a.nountix’g to a. 
few dollars under 3100 , 000 , I was told the grant raust be. completely ' 
processed and signed by ths end of the following day, October 31., 

I was instructed to serve as the project manager for the grant and 
in that capacity to sign as Its originator and to prepare in draft 
all of the necessary technical grant papers with the help of a 
technician in the Grants Processing Branch, X was informed that 
the work progress and budget were to-be accepted as presented with 
no further opportunity for negotiating work or budget provisions. 

At a £ mil briefing session on the morning- of October. 31, conducted 
in an atmosphere of conspiracy - and attended by Brody, wo wars told, 
that ths normal agency requirement for Bailor Board approval had 
bssn waived, that normal approval cf the Mayor of Washington and 
certain governors would be handled informally and perhaps by 
telephone and that standard procedures for announcing the grant 
were to be by-passed at least for cue time being, 

I has tily filled in pencil draft the technical grant forms and 
prepared a draft highlight memorandum, Meanwhile John Hutchison 
workod on a set of special conditions which we agreed would give 
the agency,- soma normal degree of control over the conduct of the 
work program. I was told that the special conditions were con- 
sidered to be too harsh and perhaps illegal. They ware considerably 
revised without my seeing then until the grant was announced on 
October lii and I was given a copy of the completed grant package. 

All of oho- other grant papers were typed on October 31 by. a 
secretary of Mr. Brody's wao cane over to 023 for that purpose. 

In summary, I have the following reservations about this grant: 

1) I consider the grantee to be totally unqualified to do the job, 

2) I think the grant can produce nothing that is not already 
well researched and tested. It. is 2 weak, r-ocrlv ' -.d 
plan and quite inappropriate for the use of 3,o. fja funds, 

3) The budget of $399,335 is grossly euo ' —at 

of dais nature shoud not exceed to y33,CC-, 
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The urgency and secrecy with which the grant was pushed 
through were highly irregular, tlever in ay long experience 
in the redevnl Governs 2 r.t neve I experienced anything 
approaching the impropriety of this grant transaction. 


5/ I cer’se that I have been ''used'* as a profess ionai program 
specialist .and titular head of 0'*0*s Older Persons Programs 
and as a veteran civil servant to give this grant some 
semblance of legitimacy and suspect that ray professional 
reputation may be damaged as a result • 


5) I am appalled by the remaining possibility that we may have 
to award a grant or contract to PSA for the highly complex 
and sophisticated professional T 5: TA. services needed by 
our aging program grantees, F2A does not have and cannot 
within a period of several years if ever acquire an 
acceptable degree of competence to perform these functions. 

I am convinced this course would be utterly destructive to 
our aging programs. An award to FEA for this purpose would: 
offend the entire aging constituency in the country, knowledgeable 
members of both parties in the Congress and our own CAAs and 
SC3 programs. ;io service at all would be preferable to a 
contract with FSA both from the programs tic and political 
standpoints o 



TrvW M. Eitreim, Chief 
Older Persons Programs 
Office c£ Operations? 
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Evans Exhibit No. 5 



ARCHITECTURE 'S 

CERTIFIED PUBLIC j 

ACCOUNTANT 
DENTISTRY 
EDUCATION 
ENGINEERING 
LAW 

MEDICINE 
OPTOMETRY 
PHARMACY 

SCHOOL ADMINISTR ATORS I 
VETERINARY MEDICINE J 


\K^ 

n 



120 WEST SAGINAW, EAST LANSING, MICHIGAN 48823 
TELBPKONB 337‘1725 / AREA CODB 517 


October 3, 1972 


David W. Brody, President 
Federation o£ Experienced Americans 
1625 K Street, Northwest 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Dave: 

Enclosed is a budget which I think will permit us to prepare 
and distribute 401 radio programs as per the attached 
schedule. 

Because of the time element we are proceeding on the basis 
of the budget so if you disapprove in any respect please 
call me instantly if not sooner! Also you are receiving 
either with this mail or separately a copy of the scripts 
being used. 

As soon as we have the first complete set of dubs made, 
we will send a couple copies to you and one to I 

have only scheduled 390 Which will give us an extra seven 
for any special stations who request use of the program. 



Enclosures 

P.S. I've asked my secretary. Miss Hart, to enclose a memo 
requesting the stationery needed. 
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Budget for Preparation and Distribution 
of FEA Radio Tapes 


€■- 


Studio program recording (5) 

175.00 


Editing and mixing (5) 

190.00 

is 

Recording announcement for open and close 

50.00 


Master dubber 

401 - 7 inch duplicate with reel and box 

S0-. 00 

2.Z// 

($6.80 each) 

2,720.00 

Packing, inserting and labeling - typing 



label for reel - preparation for shipping 

74.60 

■ 

Mailing sleeves 

45.00 

J. 

First class mail ($1,22 per box) 

488.00 


Duplicate and mail introduction letters to 



401 stations 

100.00 


Prepare envelopes and labels for introduction 



letter and mailing sleeve 

60.00 


Duplicate mimeographed insert 

10.00 


Talent for program (other than Burl Ives) 

225.00 

A . 

Secretarial services, travel, phone, and misc. 

300.00 

2 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

4,487.60 



■f 

-If 

30 ' 


1. All services of Mr. Hugh Brenneman involved in the 
writing and editing of scripts and all letters, 
production, arrangements, etc., etc. are donated 

to the Federation of Experienced Americans. "i 

■l ^ 

2. All bills will be submitted for approval to Mr. 

Brenneman • and forwarded to F.E.A. Payment is to 
be made directly to providers of service. 
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Schedule of Radio Statiqns 


State 

California 

Connecticut 

Florida 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

New York 

Ohio 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Texas 

Washington 

Wisconsin 


Number to be Used 
45 
10 
30 
30 
30 
25 
20 
10 
30 
30 
15 
35 
45 
IS 
20 


TOTAL RADIO STATIONS 


390 
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Evans Exhibit No. 6 




CONFIDENTIAL 


PROPOSED COMHUN I CAT I OM S SUPPORT PROGRAM 
FOR THE OLDER AMERICANS DIVISION 


/ ^ ot 


A # \ 

s 

v/ . A& ( 


q; 




■ /l\ . V 


COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT fV 

' • r ^ 

■' ■ ' S V 



April 14, 1972 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Older Americans Division of the Committee for the Re-election of the 
President has not received much publicity todate. This is a voter bloc that should 
not be ignoi'ed for publicity value, but should be promoted. 

There are almost 30,000,000 eligible older American voters. Of those, 86 percen 
are registered and they comprise 24 percent of the total electorate. 

In both of the President's previous campaigns for the Presidency, this voter 
group supported him indicating that this is a ’’friendly" division. Here, also, is 
a wealth of talent and manpower as most of these senior citizens are retired and 
have a great deal, of spare time. 

Just as the Youth Division is Separate and distinct within the general campaign 
structure, the aging division should be treated in a like manner. Angela Harris 
will serve as project manager and will co-ordinate her efforts in behalf of the 
elderly with the general public relations plan to insure against conflicts of time 
and emphasis. Included in this plan are many matkeds areas in which publicity 
efforts may be directed. 

The communications office will be able to service this program through ulitizing 
the inhouse audio operation, the news bureau including writers, the photographers * 
the publications famility, mailing apparatus, and through contact with the state 
committee's press and public relations directors. 

Because of the complexity of this voter bloc , efforts will generally be directe 
toward two distinct groups of older Americans. 

© The 24,000,000 senior citizens who respond to issues concerning the problems 
of the elderly, but do not belong to senior citizens organizations, and 

© Those belonging to membership organizations. One fifth of. all older American 
do belong to these organizations . The three largest groups are relatively 
young, and none has been in existence for over fifteen years. Every organiza 
has newsletters, and three of the four publish monthly mmaicrttsi: magazines. 
This is a publicity apparatus that reaches almost six million persons direct! 


32-818 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 24 



8538 


and has an indirect effect on the outlook of the other 24 million — this is 
almost two million more that Time Magazine. The four major organizations are: 

- The American Association of Retired Persons 

It has a membership of three million dues-paying members. AARP is basically 
middle class, middle road (in comparison to their more liberal rival. 
National Council of Senior Citizens), and is extremely prosperous due to a 
health insurance and cutrate drug Service offered their members. AARP is 
extremely; friendly to the Nixon cause. They are now distributing a film 
of the President’s visit to Chicago to all of their chapters, hast year 
their membership increased by 780,000. Their publications are: 

a. Modern Maturity 

a bimonthly magazine to all three million members . 

b. AARP News Bulletin * 

a monthly bulletin reaching three million people 

c. Dynamic Maturity 

. a bimonthly magazine directed to employees approaching retirement in 
700 companies. Circulation is 25,000 

d . Better retirement Guides 

these are avilable on request and deal with consumer-oriented issues 
(food, housing) and retirement life. 

The National Retired Teachers Association 

This is an affiliate of AARP. They have a membership list of 

290,000. Their publications $re: 

a. NRTA Journal 

a bimonthly magazine reaching all members 

b . NRTA News Bulletin 


monthly newsletter reaching all members 
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- The National-- C o uncil of Senior Citizens 

This group claims three million members through their 3,000 affiliated 
clubs. NCSC is. more issue-oriented, much more political, and not as 
financially powerful as AAKP. They are presently hostile to the Admin- 
istration, but not- considered a lost cause. They are an off-shoot of 
the old Medicare lobby force and their first commitment is to the aging 
issue, not politics. We have strong support in the individual clubs at 
the grass roots level. They have one publication. 

Senior Citizen News . - 

reaches all dues-paying members and is sent for distribution to all 
affiliated clubs. It is generally a six to eight page newspaper 
which "roasts" us regularly in a professional and persuasive manner. 
They do not release the number of names on their mailing list. 

- The National Association of Retired Federal Employees f ^ ^ 

This organization has 148,000 members and is well known on the Hill. 

Their publications include: 

a . Retirement Monthly 

a monthly magazine reaching all KAARFE members. 

b . New s letters 

four or five yearly to all members depending on congressional 
legislation. 
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XI. OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the Older American campaign plan are: 

o Establish a strong, positive attitude on the part of older Americans in 
their reaction to Presidential initiatives; 

c demonstrate the President's concern for the elderly;, 

© create the feeling that the President "cares" for them; 

© and motivate the elderly to vote for the President. 

The press and public relations objectives will support the above mentioned 
older Americans campaign objectives through newspaper releases and features, 
magazine feature stories, syndicated columns, television, radio, senior citizens 
organizations publications, and speakers programs. 

Through these devices we will : 

o publicize what the Nixon Administration has done for the elderly of this 
country specifically and communicate the Nixon record with emphasis on 
those issues popular among the nation's senior citizens, though not 
necessarily oriented toward the group 

o establish the fact that there are thousands of elderly people working for 
the re-election, of the President 

© communicate the idea that the President "cares" about the older Americans 
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III. TIMETABLE 


This program i s partially in effect. It is a program of communications 
lasting through the November elections, with extra emphasis on the 
period after the Convention. add Additions to enhance this 

program will be forthcoming. 
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IV. THE PROGRAM 


i A . OLDER AMERICANS FOR THE PRESIDENT COMMITTEE 


vj-i 
c \ 


V %-■ 

V- 




\ V 


\ . ! 


The purpose of this committee would be to get older people actively 
involved in the re-election of the President and to relieve some of 
the boredom of the mature years. The campaign staff would invite 
people over the age of 60 to actively work in the campaign, 
o Activities 

V telephone canvassing where senior citizens are calling other 
senior citizens in behalf of the President. This would be .. 
effective after the convention and during the final weeks 
of the campaign. 

- visitation programs can be effective by using census tract 
information to pinpoint houses in v/hich elderly people reside. 

In target areas (TAB A) squads of energetic senior citizens 
would go door to door for the President’s re-election. They 
would distribute literature and have friendly chats with 
their peers regarding V7hat’s being done for the elderly in 
America and specifically what Pdchard Nixon is doing. 

- election day activities (car pools, poll watching, baby sitting) 

' o Members . 

The Older Americans for the President Committee would include a 

Cta& 6J> 

volunteer force, celebrities. Congressmen, Senators, and appointed 
state chairmen and county chairmen for targeted areas. For the most 
part these people are famous in their own right and have their own 
following. They should have a distinct and active part in the 
campaign, 
o Public ity 

The publicity plan would be to organize extensive media coverage for 
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the announcement of the initial committee, co-ordinate media activity 
around the state and county chairmen announcements, arrange advance 
publicity for .the Congressmen and Senators who will serve on a Cong- 
ressional Advisory Board capacity and who will travel and speak in 
behalf of the President to senior citizen organizations, publicize the 
volunteer efforts among members, of the press, and gain maximum coverage 
for the announcement of the celebrity committee. 

" Appearances 

Selected members of the OAPC will be asked to speak in behalf of 
the president. The project manager will be kept informed as to 
where these speakers are going in order to organize media activity 
around their speeches. In addition to the coverage of the actual 
event, she will attempt to schedule the speaker onto local radio 
and television talk shows and arrange for the speaker to be inter- 
viewed by members of the press. 

- Feature Articles for Magazines 

An attempt will be made to interest editors of selected magazines 
in interviewing members of the celebrity committee and Congressional 
Advisory Committee. In addition. Dr. Arthur Flemming and certain 
Cabinet officials will be offered for interviex* by these magazines. 
In some cases, the project manager will arrange to have an article 
by-lined by one of these well known personalities to be placed in 


a major publication. 



PROJECTED DATE 

PERSON 

PUBLICATION 


Flemming 

Reader's Digest 


” 

Parade 


- 

Life 


Richardson 

• Pension and Welfare News 


Look 
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Time 

National Observer 


Newsweek 

U.S. News and World Report 
Modern Maturity 


NRTA Journal 

Retirement Life (139,000) 


VFW Magazine (1,450,000) 

Mamie 

The WorkbasketC 1,400 ,000-f or 

Eisenhower 

women, average age 55) 

Butz 

Farm Journal (2,150,000) 


Christian Life (100,000) 


The Tablet (110,000) 

Feature Articles for Syndicates 

Presbyterian Life (1,080,000) 


As in the case with magazines, similar stories will be offered to 

writers affiliated with syndicated news services 

PROJECTED DATE PERSON SYNDICATE 

North American (Theodore 
Schuchat’s retirement column) 

Newsday Specials (Nick Thimmesch' 
"Eye on the Presidency" 

Feature syndicates for veteran's 
news — At Your Service, G. I. 
Memories, National Security 
Affairs . 

Copley News Service - "What About 
Retirement" by Frank Corrich 

News Portraits — Y.L. Tiaj cliff* 
"Nave you Met?" 

Past Sixty by Meg Hale 

Radio and Television 


A special effort will be made to place elderly spokesmen on talk programs 
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The better known spokesmen will be offered to national talk shows, 
while the others will be. placed on local programs. Their topic 
will be what the President is doing for older Americans . 

PROJECTED DATE PERSON PROGRA M . 

Fleming Face the Nation (CBS) 

"• Issues and Answers (ABC) 

" Meeting of the Minds (WRC) 

“ Meet the Press (NBC) 

• Richardson Monitor (NBC) 

Today (NBC) 

Public Affairs Programs (WPIX 
NY) 

** Natural Publicity Opportunities 

Many, of these people have natural publicity opportunities generated 
by their own unique careers. They will be briefed and should be • 
willing to “put a plug in for the President" whenever they have 
occasion to be interviewed by members of the media. 

B . Older Americans Campaign Staff 

We have here a unique situation of four young people running the campaign foif 
the support of senior Americans. Dan Todd, Jim Mills, Christie Todd, and Ruth 
Groom are all close to age 30 or under. This would be a natural for publicity 
value . 

c Nationa l I nterview s 

These young people should be offered to selected television talk shows, 
and news interviews. They are articulate and quite knowledgeable. The 
tv/o girls would be place on women’s programs. It is conceivable that 
major magazines (Parade, Time) would be interested in doing a story on 
the contrast of ages. 
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o These people will all be traveling during the cainpaing. As their 
schedules are arranged, the project manager will co-ordinate local 
media activity while they are in the field. Every attempt will be 
made to place them on local radio and tv talk programs and have 
them interviewed by the local media. 

C. STATE* ORGANIZATIONS (TAB C). 

o' State Chairman announccmntes 

In selected states, there will be an official announcement of the OAPC. 

The initial announcement will be made at a press conference associated 
with an event of interest to older citizens (opening of new senior citizen 
center, speech) . The project manager will work with the state public 
relations director to set up the press conference, put out press releases, 
arrange for members of the press to attend the event - if one is scheduled, 
o Events 

When the local organizations begin having rallies and voter registration 
events, the project manager will co-ordinate media activity. 

D. SPEAKERS 'BUREAU ’ 

The. Older Americans division should stand ready to provide speakers for senior 

citieen activities when they are requested to do so. Besides using staff 

people and Dr. Flemming, these people will be urged to speak. 

0 The Presiden t • 

The followings a list of proposed appearances by the President - tentative. 

\ 

See attached sheets 
° The First Family 

The following is a list of proposed appearances by the First Family -tentativ 



LIST OF THE PRESIPSHT n S APPEARANCES; 


PLACE EVENT TYPE 1NV01.V , 

Apr. ( 17Ui) D.C, Post Whits House Corsf. Droppby 

on Aging Planning Board > 

The White Hcn.se Conference an Aging Planning Board membership consists of almost 
ever/ top aging and volunteer organisation leader concerned with the hederT/ . Its 
membership totals approximately <)0, Therefore, this io a vor y important group of 
leadere for the President to meet -with. 


April D.C, Older Americano from Drop-by 

Whittier, Cal, 

Since the President went to Whittier College, this event provides a good opportunity 
to reminisce about what good some of bis prole (now old) did for him and others and 
How they are continuing to accomplish things through what thoy taught their students. 
This could be capped by bovr their work for the present generation cf leaders makes 
thasa leadcra want to work for older Americano, (A schedule proposal has been 

submitted)* 


May D.C, Older Americana Month Radio Address 

A Presidential Proclamation ic traditionally Issued Icr Older -Americans Month .and 
it would bo use 1:1 to show Procidentia! concern for and interest In older persona 
during Senior citizens Month by reading a short address honoring thorn durlgg that 
month. This would bo particularly useful to help roach tho rural elderly. (A schedule 
proposal has been submitted,) 
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PLACE 


EVENT 


TYPE WVOLV, 


y{3th-lEth) Cal. Baseball Gams (Senior All-Stars) Erop-by 

s Commissioner Of Baseball lias agroed to sappcrt this ovont In each ballpark 
:roso the ccun'yy, Each team would givo, or cell at reduced rates, tickets 
older people. 

e President would be accompanied to a California Ansels same (Mg Homs team) by 
verner Reagan and Gaooy Stengel and olt among several thousand older people, 
schedule proposal teas boon submitted.) 

no {12— 13th) D, C, AARP Convention Major Address 

UtF la the biggest older American organisation, with over 3.3 million mombaro. 
is an organic '.'.ion which he.3 been neutral, but leaned in our direction, and ono 
deb v.m be more favorable with the proper otroi .in;;. Therefore, this is one of its 
’heat priority events for thPresIdontial appearance; 


no (lato) D. C. Citiacas Older Americans Drop-by 

Advisory CommUtsiaa 

rp "aging” leaders, cu well an retired show businoos people, and athletes will bo 
bed to join an honorary Advisory Committee at the Citiaens Committee, and one of ou- 
aln requirements for getting mileage cut of ouch a group will be gibing It high visibility, 
drop-by to oco the president in the Cval Office would achieve thio requirement. 
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PLACE EVENT TYPE tNVOT. V. 

July {raid} E), C» Cabinet-level Domestic Council Drop-by 

• ■ , ' on Aging 1 'ceding 

} Wo will have nccomplishod several or tho iniliattven which tbs President announced ia 
Us Aging Mess ago tint aro popular with older peoplo which coal.' bs announced in ton- 
j junction with tho various Secretary’s who aro members of this committee, VI s should 
1 take this opportunity to give each initiatives visibility, 

C 

(: 

\ August (early) Ohio, HI,, fnd. iioad trip: Project S’JhTD, Minor address h Drop-by’n 

J Nursing Homo Project (President and Mrs. Nbcon) 

i This rend trip, an itinerary of which will bo submitted within two we eh a, will be designed 

1 to gain a ghigh visibility for tho President’s concern ever problems facing older parsons 

in the Midwest, as that is tho section of the Nation with the highest percentage of older 
f voters, outside of Florida, 


August (lets) D.C. 
To be determined. 


5epterr.bar (early) D, C, 


Drop-by 

To bo determined, 



Sep t, (24th-27th) Terras 

NARFE Convention 

Major Addreee 


The NAPPE organisation in one of tbs four largest "aging" organisations and is b ./ far the meet 
vEiympathctic^and helpful. AVc would gain extensive coverage through its publication as well as the 
^xenevo- f> ? ^ s ''om. such a Presidential appearance. Even more important, such au appearance 
s- - v cta ryoup’s ci’Ucial cuppcrt. 
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PEACH 


EVENT 


TYPE INVOLV, 


Oct, {mid) Ohio Housing Project DyoppBy 

Ohio is eno of our l:oy elates and the housing tn-ea is cr.o in which wo have accomplished 
ranch that tho President ca» clto favorably. 

Oct, {early} D.C, 

To bo datarmiaed. 


Oct. {late) D.C, Reaffirm Poo. *o. T, V, Speech 

A TV opaoch ou the subject cl older Am’ovlcansifcs a must if vro arc to reach the majority 
of elder voters. It Is Imperative that tho President show concern for them as a separate 
entit/a as no other group of voters’ opinion is swayed so much by the mere manlferUition 
of care for tho problems they face. This event is fcoy to the success of our overall effort. 

November California Escondido Senior Center Drop-by 

This Santo? Center is considered c no of the boot in California, ta light of this fact. ’..Call* 
forniliuj high priority, it would bo a. good place to close out the older voter campaign. 
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rjST OF APPEARANCES FOR. THE FIRST FAMILY) 


PLACE EVENT . TYPE INVOLVEMENT 

May (Ist—ithJ. Miami, Fla. NRTA Convention Drop-by — Mrs. Nimn 

This group io composed of retired teachers and la associated with the AARP’o. in light 
of Mrs. Nixon* s background, she would be very appropriate for such a moating. In 
addition, this will receive coverage in the A ARP publications, which reach over 3. 5 million 
older voters. {A schedule proposal has boon submitted.) 


June Now Jersey Foster Grandparent Project Julio or Tricia *• Drop-by •. 

The Foster Grandparent Program has been highly successful and popular. Thus, it would 
be good to gain some association with it, particularly in a priority state. 

Jaly Mo. Farm Homo Repair Dr op -by -- Mrs. Nixon 

This program is not wcU-icr.ovn, hut hen been very popular in rural areas where V out of every 
19 persons over 0 5 live. Tie should use the visibility Mis, Nixon would give to highlight our 
concern for such rural "aging" programs, in a priority and largely rural state like Missouri. 


July Cel ' California RSVP .Drop-by — Julio or Tricia 

In light of the President's and Mrs. Nixon's interest in voliintecriara, the Retired Senior 
Volunteer Pregram would bo a good one to have members cf the family visit. 


August New Tori Nutrition Project Drop-by -- Julia Gr Tricia 

vfa recently pre-empted Kennedy on nutrition, by funding bio bill at $100 million. This received a 
-* favorable publicity and we should exploit it. 
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PIACS SV5NT TYp;; IKVOUTCMHHT 

eptcmbar , Florida. Dado Senior Center Drop-hy -- Julio or Tricia 

lorida, ’.tritli Its high percentage of older votorc, particularly around Miami, offers a gedd 
>cation for a First Family visit to gain their support. 


eotamio? New York Nuraing Homs Drep-by »- Mrs, Nixon 

he Freoideat'e concern for upgrading nursing homes should be exploited. This offers a 
sod forerunner event to v/hiilavfU hopefully bjy an appoaranoo by Mrs. Nixon before tiro 
Uaols Nurning Homo Association tiro following month. 


ct, (3rd-5th) Illlacia ITUnoio Nursing Homo Drop-by — Mrs, Nixon 

Association Convention 

his event would be used to rs-omphaninc the President's accomplishments regarding nursing 
emc3. The organisation is an important cue and in a key state. 

et. (mid) Indiana Croon Thumb Drop-by -- Julie or Tricia 

reen Thumb is a successful Department of Labor project which empires older Americano to 
sautify th$ countryside end Is considered highly cucccddful. This event could be used to tie 
;dor voters with the ir.vironrn.oot issue la a favorable way. 
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o Other Speakers 

The project manager will work with the staffs of these speakers to 
assure maximum media coverage. 

- Administration officials 

Dr. Arthur Flemming 
Secretary Richardson 
Secretary Romney ‘ 

Secretary Volpe 
Secretary Butz 
Secretary Hodgson 

- Celebrities (see TAB ) 

- Congressional Advisory Committee (See TAB ) 

E. BROCHURES /DIRECT MAIL 

o Campaign 7 The project manager will work with the November Group to produce 
at least two good campaign brochures. Direct mail or/and as handouts. 

- the first v?ill be an action brochure with lots of pictures. It will 
prime the people for the follow-up brochure which will be 

- extreniely factual. 

o XgSifhSiXX Government Agencies — each agency who has senior citizen programs 
will be asked to produce an informational brochure stating just exactly what 
the agency can do for older Americans. One will be released every two weeks 
beginning September 1. The agencies who will be asked to aprtiepate are; 

- ACTION 

- HEW 

- I1UD 

- DOT 

- 0E0 

- AGRICULATURE * 

- IABOR 


32-818 O - 74 - pt. 18 - 25 
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0 Domestic Council. Commit: tee on Aging 

It is proposed that the Domestic Council Committee on Aging put together a 
document on Growing Older in America - A Declaration of Rights . This would . 
be written in simple terms and wo&ld be extremely factual, but easy to read. 

It could be utilized in a number of ways: (non-political) 
direct mail 

*&* distribution to senior citizens organizations 

distribution to doctor*s offices for waiting room reading -material 
*$*» distribution to senior citizen centers, nursing homes 

c Direct Mail . . •* 

{«* a lettef from the President could be inserted in all Social Security recipients 
pay envelopes. It would explain some of the new initiatives and uxfcn promote the 
theme that *’we want to make government more responsive to your needs inviting 
correspondence from them. 

Working with Republican congressmen and Senators, we can urge them to send letters 
to all the elderly people in their constituency praiding the Presidential initatives 
and explaining what this Administration has actually done for the older American. 
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F . MISCELLANEOUS PROJ ECTS 




1. WJIM-Television Station in Lansing, Michigan has r eq vies ted *that we participate 
in a half-hour or hour, long interview program on the Administration's aging programs 
Dr. Flemming and. Secretary Richardson would be the featured guests am . 

The arguments for participating in this program are: 

o The program itself will be telecast at prime television time in the Lansing 
area (7:30 to 8:00 p.ml). 

o We would be able to control the program becauseV^a^w^!^fd <J pTrm , dnleM>o^<5he 


«**b£ 4 fKJtfuS*, 

- questions for the interviewer to ask, 

- the biographical information on the participants,* 

- £s>4m whatever visual§we think would enhance the program including 
film clips of the President at the White House Congeeence on Aging 
and with older Americans ^ 

“ a final script in advance of the taping so the participants 

will be prepared for the program. 

o The video tape of this program can be transferred to sound, color 16 mm 
film. This film could be utilized ii^k nueber of ways: 

- distribution to senior citizen centers for showing, 

- distribution to nursing homes, 

- distribution to senior citizen organizations in lieu of speakers or 


for general showing at their club meetings and conventions. 
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/-?, For great media attention we. should schedule a gala rally some time after 
August featuring all senior citizens — speakers and celebrities — and attracting 
an elderly audience. This would be xxnuKt'xnl: of special publicity value. It could 
be done on an "appreciation" theme. The celebrities would be add the touch of 
glimmer to make it a fun event and display the "new vitality in growing old in 
America". Mamie Eisenhower, Ruby Keeler, and Bob Hope would add a great deal to 
this program. 

y.^2, A "Take Your EKJSgE Problems to the President" could be established and would 
have a lot. of publicity merit- in addition to being a service project . A whole 
publicity campaign could be designed around this theme with campaign phamplets, 
posters, and pins saying simp Ip "take your problems to the President". Activities 
would be: 

o falK&XidtftKKXK Senior Citizen Forums - this could be organized around a road 

show consisting of Administration officials (including Dr. Flemming and Secy 

Richardson) , members of the celebrity committee, local members of the Older 

Americans for the President Committee. They would go into a target area, 

visit senior citizens centers, nursing homes and invite local senior citizesn 

to "take their problems to the President" by attending the forum or "hearing" 

and asking questions and propose problems that the representatives of the 

President will convey to him when they return to Washington. 

o Toll Free Telephone number - This would be an extravagant program', but would 

be of extieme value both publicity wise and service wise. We would establish 

a national toll free number where the elderly can call if they have problems 

or if they have had trouble vrith local officials. They would be given advise 

and/or local numbers of the Social Security Information and Referral Centers. 

A follow-up letter from the President would be sent to the person with a copy . 

• to the Republican Congressman or Senator to enable, them to lend their help 

to the constituent. This program would be of greater value if it were kept 

oeparate from the campaign. Tt would then become a public, service feature 
, % 
of this administration. 



'Ip The cp inruunicntions division and/or the Domes Lie Council Committee on Aging can 
provide a series of editorials by-lined by Dr. I'lcirening xndxSeKxafcaryxllixhxxdnr^j Cabinc 
members whose agency deals with programs of the xgaing aging. They would explain all 
of the programs within their agency which are designed to be of help to the elderly. 
These would be distributed to newspapers across the country and the story idea could 
be given to the wire services. 

S 

A betters to the Editor Program. These letters to the editor would be in resp 


to local news concerning senior sitizens. In each target area the . Chairman pr^/ 


onse 
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current news stories 

' coungy chairman would clip/articles of interest to senior citieens in their area. 
These clippings would be sent to the regional staff members who would review them 
and pick meaningful ar tides. andx These would be forwarded to the project manager 
who would be responsible for having an appropriate letter written and returned to 
the local representative who would have it signed by one of his people. 

£fi£££i:51 ESJESgK Senior Citizens Month - May of this year is set aside to honor 
America’s senior citizens. During this month we must make an extra effort to 
publicize the good things the Administration is doing for the elderly. Some events 
are : 

o a Presidential proclamation over national aadio and/— or television S^muoavC 1 ” 

o a Presidential appearance at a major league baseball game on Senior League 
All-Star Day (TAB)/^ 

o a dedication of a new senior citizen center by a member of the First Family 
or Cabinet official 

o the inauguration of a new Social Security Information and Referral Center in 
a targeted stafe. 

o a direct 'mail project 

“National Employ Older Americans Week" was held last year in May also., It is 
felt that wc can gain double exposure by having this special week held in early fall 
with many publicity-lending activies centered around the week. 

The Domestic Council Coramitteeon Aging is planning a cabinet-level "road show" 
to Florida in order to offset some of the ^'badmouthing" that was occuring by the 
Democrat contenders during the primary. The road show will consist of at least three 
top Cabinet Secretaries (Richardson, Romney, Volpe) and Dr. Flemming. It will be a 
three to four hour tour including visiting a public housing unit , senior citizens 
center, nursing home preliminary to holding an "open hearing" ta which all senior 
citizens of the area are invited to attend and hear the Cabinet heads talk. 
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^ An idea with a great deal of merit publicity-wise is a proposed Presidential 

Road Show in which the President visits selected cities in Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, 
Included will be nursing home tours, senior citizens center visits, lnspeciton of a 
Project FIND, touched off by informal thlks by the President at all stops. 

$ *^'3. the AARP has requested that we prepare an article for publication in both their 
newsletter (AARP - Bulletin) and their magazine (Modern Maturity). Their circulation is 
three 3,500,000. The theme of the article would be the election process and the part 
older Americans can play in the campaign. We will be able to slant this article to- 
ward the Administration and can put in a plug for our Older Americans for the President 
Committee. This should be -done immediately. 

//» Cji . Qt some point after the convention, ue should stage an event employing both 

members of the Young Voters for the President and the Older Americans for the President 
Committees. This would be a natural for national magazine coverage, wire service 
stories, and network television coverage. It would deplict the image of the old and 
the young bridging the generation gap to vjorklogether for a common goal - — the re- 
election of the President. 


c.% 
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Existing Agencies 

Thus far, the government has not done a complete job of publicising the existing 
agencies that da have services for the elderly. The Project Manager should work 
with these agencies to urge^tbem to plan majnxxiirHgramsxRS: a major effort tolet 
the nation, know what they are offering the older people. Agencies needing to work 
in this area especially are: 

o HEW - The President announced in the "Special Message on Aging" that Social 
Security Information and Referral Centers would be provided to assist the 
senior citizens with their problems. Not much has been done to get this 
program underway and publicized. The same goes for Project FOND — the 
nutritional program offered for older people, 
o ACTION - They need to stage a massive effort to publicize the community seri'iee 
programs and the folunteer programs that would get senior citizens involved 
and leading busy lives. For example: 

- Foster Grandparents. This is an excellent program and well accepted. It 
needs to be publicized to the elderly so they will know they are wanted for 
participation. 

- RSVP . This is a volunteer program for retired persons v?ho are still 
energetic and want to devote their time to community service projects.- A 
great deal of publicity value. Feature story material. 
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// Convent:! on : 

o Convention participation - A member of the Older Americans for the President 
Committee should be called upon to participate in the opening ceremonies of 
the convention by giving the "Pledge of Allegiance" or one of our celebrities 
could sing the "Star Spangled Banner". 

o Relegates - we will compile a list of the delegates over the age of 60 who 
Will be attending and publicize them. 

o Reception to be held during the convention with a presidential drop-in. 

o Seminars -each day at a specified time the Older Americans group will hold 
seminars on the problems of the aging. 

o Mock Voting - the day before the actual voting, the Older Americans group 
will have a voting which will be publicized nationwide.. 

o Platform - one week before the convention, the Republican platform is 
generally drawn up. Every effort will be made to include a special "plank 
for the elderly" which can be publicized. 



V. 


CONCLUSION 


This proposed program will utilize the talents and resources available 
to us during this campaign. It is ambitious, but realistic, and far from 
being complete. Additions will be made as the campaign gear shifts into 
high gear. 

This pcoposed program will insure the most prudent use 6f the media 
in an organized manner. On a day to day basis the communications department 
will stand seady to react to unforseen occurances. 



8563 


Evans Exhibit No. 7 

Committee for the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM 


April 11, 1972 


' MEMORANDUM FOR BUD EVANS 


FROM:' 

SUBJECT: 


DAN TODD 


USG MATERIALS 


On March 30, at the meeting with myself and Bill Novelli, 
you committed to providing us with: 

a) a draft memo to all agency PIO‘s outlining your 
brochure program and setting forth guidelines 
for same. 

b) a master timetable for the preparation and release 
of the brochures. 

c) some samples of work in progress. 

To date, we have received nothing. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, for us to proceed on our 
overall plan, which, per our discussion, is designed to 
encorporate and politicize your efforts, absent these 
materials. 

When may we expect them? 

cc; Mr. Novelli 
Mr. Malek 
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Evans Exhibiting. 8 


MEMORANDUM 


f£rr$ % *13 


THE WHITE HOUSE 


Washington 


CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 
SUBJECT: 


April 13, 1972 

DAN TODD 
USG Materials 


Concerning your memorandum of April 11th 
regarding the meeting between yourself, myself, and Bill 
N ovelli: 

a-As you know, the draft memorandum to Agency 
PIO's is being sent by Des Barker, and therefore requires 
his approval. It is his feeling that we should not set forth 
guidelines for development of these brochures in the memo- 
randum, or even request that a brochure be developed there- 
in, because it would give the PIO’s grounds for not giving 
the information we desire. Therefore, we have requested 
a compilation of all programs which benefit older persons in 
each Department, and a write-up which would be suitable for 
inclusion in a brochure. 


b-The Master Timetable, such as it is, consists of 
having all compilations and write-ups submitted to me by 
April 27th. This, as the draft memorandum (Tab A) manifests, 
will be followed up by meetings between myself and the PIO's 
from each Department and Agency. 

c-Samples of work in progress obviously are not 
available . 



• I will be in touch with Bill Novelli concerning the form 
he believes these brochures should take before I meet with the 
PIO's. In light of Barker's insistence that we not request bro- 
chures from the PIO's until after they’have completed their com- 
pilations and write-ups, I did not, and do not, feel that it would 
be helpful to any of the parties involved to review the draft rre mo. 
As far as when the material needed for the Citizens panphlets will 
be available, I believe that the compilations and write-ups, once in 
final form, should provide the required information. We should not 
have any trouble in meeting our June deadline for that material. 

L. J. Evans, Jr. 


cc: Bill Novelli 
F red Malek 
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Evans Exhibit No. 9 


(bk 313 ■ 

GENERAL BROCHURE GUIDELINES 


I. Type Brochure 



A. Six panels --folded (e. g. attached) or 8 panels (e. g. attached) 
1, 000 - 1, 500 words per pamphlet. 

II. Format 


A. Introduction: Emphasize the heavy emphasis your A gency 
is placing on programs to improve the quality 
of life for older Americans. Then bring out 
‘the general theme of this brochure. (The gen- 
. eral theme to be utilized is on the attached 
sheet). 


B. Outline special programs and initiatives (with examples), 

which illustrate this emphasis on programs to 
improve the quality of life for older Americans. 
(The programs you should stress are outlined 
in the attached). 


C. Close-out summation. 

III. Structure: 


A. Cover Headline: For example, "The Administration on Aging 

Reports to Qder Americans. " 

B. Cover Quote: Quotc(s) from the President to illustrate the 

general theme of the brochure (a recommended 
quote is attached). 

C. Two Pictures: Included in the appropriate places. 

IV. Writing Style 

A. This brochure should be "humanized" by giving specific inter- 
esting examples of how the programs mentioned have or will 
improve the quality of life of older Americans. 

B. The brochure should be written as if directed solely toward 
older Americans. Thus, it should be "personalized" by the 
use of "you" and "your" when referring to older persons and 
how the programs mentioned help them. 


32-818 0 - 74 pt, 18 - 26 
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Evans Exhibit No. 10 


CONFIDENTIAL 

Committee for the Re-election of the President 




MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


June 7, 1972 


P -/4 -•> , 


L. J. EVANS, JR., WEBSTER B. TODD 




FROM: 


CC: 


PETER H. DAILEY 
ANGELA HARRIS 
PHIL JOANOU 
MICHAEL LESSER 


^^^Rg ;> VA^ w RENSS ^SR 


WILLIAM D. NOVELLIJ^^ 


SUBJECT: 


Government White Papers and Brochures on 
Older Americans 


This is to review the status of this project and to suggest how 
we might proceed. 


I. BACKGROUND 


1. We are all in agreement that brochures produced and 
distributed by government departments and agencies will be 
important in persuading older voters to re-elect the President. 
These brochures will be non-partisan enough to break through 
the election year aversion to political rhetoric, but will 

be strongly supportive of the President. 

2. Bud Evans and others have followed a step-by-step plan of 

• having the departments and agencies gather available infor- 

mation, then structure this information in "white papers" 
for our inspection. 

3. We now have the "white papers". Although I agree with 
Bud’s comments on how these papers may be improved, this 
can be done while moving to the final stage - brochure 
development. 

H. NEXT STEPS 

1. Based on the material in hand, you may wish to request that 
each agency and department begin immediate development of a 
brochure along these lines: 

a. The brochures might take the form of a status report . 

In this context, each agency or department would have 
a legitimate reason for distributing large numbers of 



8567 


CONFIDENTIAL 


- 2 - 


Committee for the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM : L.J. Evans, Jr., W. Todd 


June 7, 1972 


\r 

0 




these "reports" to Older Americans; for example: 

Headline : The Office of Economic Opportunity Reports 

To Older Americans 

Subheadline: A status report of OEO's progress and plans for 
. improving the quality of life for older persons 

' in America 

b» The brochures should be short (perhaps four to eight pages) 
and readable (crisp prose, avoid bureaucratese, large i 

type, plenty of white space). 

c. The structure of each brochure might be: 

(1.) President Nixon has placed heavy emphasis on this 

agency* s programs to improve the quality of life for 
Older Americans. 

(2.) In response to the President’s priorities, here is 

a brief summary of what we are doing and our plans fro 
here. 


(3.) f We (the Agency or Department) would like to have 

your (the older reader's) reaction to these programs/ 
plans. Please use the attached card to let us know 
your opinion. Your comments will be answered. 


The Administration on Aging might develop a capstone brochure 
which is more extensive, and which summarizes all the agency/' 
department leaflets. This AOA summary might take such a title 
as: 

A Report From Washington On Programs for Older Americans 
' 

As a final effort, AOS' might also publish a leaflet which 
briefly discusses the Administration's plans stemming from the 
White House Conference on Aging: 

Six Months After the White House Conference on Aging A- 
A Status Report to Older Americans 

This leaflet would adhere to our strategy of discussing plans 
for qualitative improvements, especially: 
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CONFIDENTIAL -3- 

Commiftee for the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM : L.J. Evans, Jr. , W. Todd 


June 7, 1972 


a. Overall quality of life 

b. Effort to change the attitudes of younger America towards 
the elderly 

These three categories of " non-partisan" brochures, coupled 
with the material that will be developed by the November Group, 
should provide a strong communications effort for the re-electio 
campaign for Older Voters. 


m. DISTRIBUTION, TIMING AND COORDINATION 

■The agencies and departments should be requested to develop the 
brochures immediately, along with a plan for mass distribution. 

We can indirectly check copy and also stagger the release of the 
brochures to insure a steady stream between now and late 
September. 
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Evans Exhibit No. 11 

Committee tor the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM 


July 14, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR BUD EVANS .. . 

V ■ | 

FROM: DAN TODD 

SUBJECT: USG BROCHURES 


In order that my field people can obtain adequate 
numbers of the aging brochures, I have advised them 
to use incumbent USS and MC as vehicles. 

So that I may tell them what to ask for, .can you please 
provide me with a schedule showing: 

Title 

Agency 

Publication Date 
GPO Number 
Subject 
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Evans Exhibit No. 12 

Committee for the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM 


July 24, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR BUD EVANS 
FROM: DAN 

SUBJECT: VARIOUS 



The following items aie still pending from your shop: 

1. Production .schedule information on USG brochures. 

2. Schedule proposals for Mr. Nixon. 

3. Film from TV interviewes of ASF, ELR, Rocha. 

4. ASF's advance man and integrated schedule. 

Also, may I have a firm date for bringing my National 
Advisory Committee to D. C. to meet with the President? 


Thanks . 
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Evans Exhibit No. 13 
The White House 

WASHINGTON 


July 24, 1972 



Dan: 


The attached is per your request. 




J. Evans, 


Jr 



8572 


AGING liUOCi TURKS 


Fo.UoW'I)') ) Titos For: 


Lfibels 


Mailinf 


31 UD 


July 1 1 


July 25 


USD A 


July 21 


August 4 


LASOli 


August 


A\l!-;USt l-' 


T R AN SP O It T AT I ON 


August 11 


August 25 


VA 


August 22 


September 


ACTION 


September 11 September 


OEQ 


September 21 October 5 



Evans Exhibit No. 14 


July 27, 1972 




MEMORANDUM FOR: 
SUBJECT: 


DAN TODD 
Brochures 


/ 


I thought you would be interested in seeing our first aging brochure. 
You can get the title, agency, GPO number, and subject from the 
brochure itself. This one will be sent out next week. j 

I have also attached a distribution list; and, as you can s<je, the first 
mailing will include approximately 950, 000 brochures. / 

/ 

Please let me know what your people will be doing to get copies of 
these and how many they will be requesting. f 

We are still planning on having the remaining sever/ brochures go out 
in two week intervals. I will forward these to you/as they come off 
the press. 



Attachments 
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Evans Exhibit No. 15 



MEjs-lOJlA NDliM FOR: 

SUBJECT: 


Yfa 0UZ.7 


y; yy^ # 

^-w.-vc ... 

y /) /IFREiJ MA.1 ,EK /) . 7/7 



Brochures 


7 < 2 - 


-zxr 


Attached is the first government aging brochure to come off the priiv 


ing press. Jt s till has a slight bare." 
i t g e ■; s a c. v o s a t hi c P res i d cut's con c e 


no ratio flavor to it, but .1 thick 
i :n as well as emphasizes his help 


in solving the problems of older persons. 

The original mailing will distribute 950, 000 of these brochures. This 
will leave us 550, 000 remaining brochures for distribution to Senators 
and Congressmen, field organizations, and other groups we may want 
to reach. 

Wc will be sending but seven additional brochures at a rate of approve - 
) n a t e ly ’ e V e r y two weeks, and 1 will forward these to you as they come 
off the press. 



7?J . 

JL». J. Evans, Jr. 



8575 


Evans Exhibit No. 16 

September 14, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


DAN TODD 

L. J. EVANS, JR. w 


SUBJECT: 


Brochures 


Enclosed are the 55 copies you requested of Opportunities for 
Older Americans in ACTION. Distribution in the original 
mailing will be approximately 1, 115, 057 brochures. 

Arrangements have been made for distribution to Republican 
Senators and Congressmen. The remaining brochures are 
available to field organizations and other groups we may want 
to reach. 


There are 2 remaining brochures, which will be forwarded 
when they come in. 


Enclosures 


t Jj 

( 

Jf \. A 


-'0 


X Y? 


D x - 


44 \ 


Vh' 




4 










u 
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BROCHURE DISTRIBUTION 1, 1ST 


TOTAL DISTRIBUTION: 1, 155, 057 


Destination 


1. 1, 193 Senior Citizen 

Centers 

2.. 37 4 .Elderly Housing 

Projects 


tar y Organ! nations 
Serving Older 
Americans 


4. 1, 900 


Nvi r s ing Home s 
f o r L o ng - T e r m 
Care Facilities 


5. 5 0 State Agencies 

Concerned with 
Old e r A m e r i c a n s 

6. 1, 000 Social Security 

Di b tri c t Off! c e 3 


Quantity 


100 


100 


100 


500 


5 34 


7, 1,198 AARP Chapter 
Presidents 


8, 1,2 53 


Presidents of 
S e nior C itiz en s 
Clubs 


9. 102 Senior Citizen 5 

C ommuni ca to r s 

10. 74 Fenders in the 5 

S o ni o r Ci ti v. mi 
Field 


4 32 AARP .Legislative 
C r »ri«n 


> . i 5 2, 2 1 2 N A U F F 


Vibe r si iip 


Tota l 
119,300 
37,4 00 
55 , 200 


190,000 


000 


534, 000 
5,990 
6, 265 


510 


37 0 


2, 1 6 o 

16,65 0 
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Fred - VV~ C> ’ \ GT^i- 

\\ \ / O’ 

Re tba^ttaCw^OLfc-^^^rifny called this a. m. and said 
\f that Evan s tdt^T hi m aj^fdr eakfa st today that 11 Col son is ha 

\ (> ) ' ’V 

s ecpivd t^cpu&ht s,„( cyt d feet) about the seven additional 
A y |3a^ochures. ^Hfes^rently, Volpe called Colson and said 
w DO^didit^fcWztnt :to do a brochure, .too political \v/ a quo 

C fb&m thcjP on fthAj^cTov:^ , etc. - and this must have gotte 

/ • V V ^ ^ * b 

Vv. Carson thinking. 

y/ I J^K ***~~^\ f 

fv /Danny is quite alarmed ~ and just wanted you to be 
* ^wa^e of the above in case he makes a desperate plea to 
/V^you to put in a strong call to Colson to get him to back oJ 

U \ ft \ f >\. Jh\ ^ @4*m 

t W*** 
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Evans Exhibit No. 18 

-no I 

if? . < 

Committee for the Re-election of the President ' i*7JJ 

July 27, 1972 

WEBSTER B. TODD, JR. 

f<C 

ELEANOR CALLAHAN ' 

H.E.W. Film Prints 

This is to confirm my message to Polly this afternoon regarding 
your request to reduce your film order from 100 to 50 copies. 

The entire order of 100 films have already been produced, and 
are now in transit and are scheduled to arrive here on Friday, 

July 28th. Therefore, I regret I cannot make an adjustment in 
your order at this time. 

| i 
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Committee for the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM 


August 3, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


OLDER AMERICAN CHAIRMEN / , \ 

(]/,'£} 

WEBSTER B. TODD, JR. 




FIRST OLDER AMERICAN FILM 


The enclosed is your copy of "May the Last be the Best". The film 
runs 28 minutes and is a 16mm color projection that can be used at 
Older American meetings and forums. Since this is an informational 
film on the problems of aging it also has potential on public service 
television. 

Please let us know if you have any problems. 
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July 25, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR BILL NOVEL LI 
FROM: DAN TODD 

SUBJECT: HE W FILM 


Xhi3 will confirm my verbal request ol Monday A. M. 
to cut our film (HEW) order from 100 to 50. 

V/e may want to reduce it further if it continues to be 
badly received. 
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/ 

Committee for the Re-election of the President 


MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT : 


July 17, 1972 


WEBSTER B. TODD, JR, 
ELEANOR K. CALLAHAN 
Prints of HEW Film 



Production of 100 prints of the 28-minute H.E.W. 
film began last Friday. The first shipment is to be 
airmailed from California this week, to be delivered 
not later than Monday, July 24th. 

The balance of your order should be in your hands by 
Monday, July 31. 


cc: Peter H. Dailey 

Phil Joanou 
William D. Novelli 
Steve O'Leary 


32-818 O - 74 - pt, 18 - 27 
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June 1 9, 1972 


i 1 X MO rU\ !■> O U M >7 O R : 


3.IOO MOV'SLLI 


S'ROM: FiRSD MAldSK 

0UBJ3CT; HKW Film 


A* you :aow, Dan Todd ia urgently requesting that the November Group 
reproduce 190 copied of a 23-minute KSW film. This ia part of an essen- 
tial program they hope to undertake soon. Dan telle me that there has 
been Joms delay with la the November Group on undertaking thia project. 

In my mind there is no question an this decision. We must have the film 
and preferably soon. The funds can be provided within the Older Americans 
budget unless you would prefer to include it in the promotion budget. How- 
ever, -■-/« do have the money to pay for it and would be glad to appropriate 
it ia our budget. 

I would appreciate your expediting reproduction of this film. Let me know 
if there are any snags. 


ee>> Dan Todd 
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June 14, 1972 


MEMOR ANDUM FOR FEED MADEK 
FROM: DAN TODD 

SUBJECT: HEW FILM 


The 2 3 -minute HEW film, "May The I^aat Be The Best", is 
now ready for distribution. Thi3 ha a been aa integral part 
of our campaign plan from the beginning and it was coordinated 
with everyone. On the basis of past agreements (to use the 
film extensively) we have made commitments to our field troops 
on this item and have requested 100 copies from the November 
Group five or six weeks ago, X was told this would come out of 
their budget and, therefore, X have made no separate request. 

We are now in the position cf having our field people asking us 
where the film is. 

Upon checking with the November Group, I'm now told it will 
bo "at least another 10 days" until they even "decide whether to 
buy it or not"! 

I’d appreciate your help in shaking this loose so I can begin 
getting the prints otit. 
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Evans Exhibit No. 19 


MEMORANDUM v 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

June 19, 197?. 


MEMORANDUM FOR: , FRED MALEK 

\_> Sy 

SUBJECT: 1 \ J ^Flemming ' s Scheduling- - 

Ad vance man 


As mentioned at our meeting Friday, June 16th, Dr.. Flemming has 
finally agreed to work with a scheduling -advanceman. Both Dan and 
I have been trying to get him to agree to this for months. 

The person Dr. Flemming agreed to work with is Frank Troy, who is 
a strong Republican, Black, and a member of the Ohio Civil Service 
Commission. He was a delegate to the White House Conference on 
Aging and is now a member of the Post-White House Conference on 
Aging Planning Board. In addition, he has been working closely, with 
Paul Jones, 

As Dr. Flemming stated, he would like Troy to be tied in with the 
Tour Office at the Re-election Committee. .1 realize this may pre- 
sent a problem but, hopefully, not an insurmountable one, I think 
your suggestion that Troy work for Flemming, with close ties with 
the Tour Office is a good one* The Tour Office should be alerted that 
Troy is on board and should be told to co-operate fully with him, so 
that his schedule is co-ordinated with other Administration spokesmen, 

Dan and I still believe that Flenvming should be added to the Tour 
Office's list, and perhaps Troy's addition will make them less hesitant 
to do so. It should be remembered that Flemming is the primary 
aging spokesman. 

The immediate action required to implement the above is the hiring 
of Troy as a Consultant at HEW, with a detail to the White House Con- 
ference on Aging, The ideal time for him to be brought on board-- 
both from Flemming's and my viewpoint would be July 5th, the first 
working day after the July 4th weekend. I have attached Troy's resume 
for your use. 

Please let me know if I can be of any help regarding this matter. 



Dan Todd 


Attachment 



Ij. J. Evans, Jr. 
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Old Age should not be a time of endings, but 
a time of new beginnings — not a time for stopping, 
but a time for new starts. 

★★★ 

What we must build in this country — among 
all of our people — is a new attitude toward old 
age; an attitude which insists that there can be 
no retirement from living, no retirement from 
citizenship. 

★★★ 

There is one thing I know about the older 
generation in America. They believe in this- coun- 
try. They have faith in this country. They have 
the moral strength and character that we need, 
that all Americans need. 

★★★ 

. . . old age which should be a time of pride and 
fulfillment — pride and fulfillment looking back 
and looking forward — is too often a time of isola- 
tion and withdrawal. Rather than being a time of 
dignity, it is often a time of disappointment. And 
the growing separation of older Americans also' 
means that we are not taking full advantage of a 
tremendous reservoir of skill and wisdom and 


Evans Exhibit No. 20 
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moral strength that our Nation desperately needs 
at this moment in its history. 

★★★ 

... we need you. We need your experience. We 
need your perspective. Above all, we need your 
sense of values, because you know this can be a 
strong nation militarily, it is the strongest nation 
in the world; it can be a strong nation econom- 
ically. It is. We are the richest nation in the 
world. And it can be an empty shell if we forget 
that those moral and spiritual values, to which 
your generation is so deeply committed, are also 
there. 

★★★ 

... the generation over 65 is a very special group 
which faces very special problems — it deserves 
very special attention. 

★★★ 

... we are making determined efforts to improve 
the financial position of our older citizens. 

★★★ 

... we have proposed that the Federal Govern- 
ment place a floor under the income of every 
senior citizen in America. We have proposed that 
Social Security benefits for widows be raised. We 
have called for an automatic cost of living increase 
in Social Security to make certain that monthly 
payments will keep up with inflation. 

The fact that many older people may not be 
active members of the labor force does not mean 
that they should be denied a fair share of our 
growing productivity. 

★★★ 

Only through revenue sharing, where the Fed- 
eral Government shares its revenues with the 
States, are we going to stop the rise in local prop- 
erty taxes in this country, which is eating into the 
budget of every retired person who owns his own 
home. 


We have to stop discrimination in this country 
against older people who want to work. The time 
has come to raise the ceiling on how much a 
person can earn while receiving Social Security. 
The time has come to increase the amount of 
Social Security he can keep when his earnings 
exceed that ceiling. 

★★★ 

... if there is any single institution in this country 
that symbolizes the tragic isolation and shameful 
neglect of older Americans, ... it is the substand- 
ard nursing home, and there are some. Some are 
unsanitary. Some are ill-equipped. Some are over- 
crowded. Some are understaffed . . . 

★★★ 

... we should take notice of this problem. . . . 
I have asked the White House Conference to give 
particular attention to it. One thing you can be 
sure, I do not believe that Medicaid and Medicare 
funds should go to substandard nursing homes 
in this country and subsidize them. 

★★★ 

I am confident that our Federal, State, and local 
government, working together with the private 
sector, can do much to transform the nursing 
home — for those who need it, and of course, there 
are those who do not need it or want it — transform 
it into an inspiring symbol of comfort and hope. 

★★★ 

The time has come for a new attitude toward 
old age in America. 'The time has come to close 
the gap between our older citizens and those who 
are not old. The way to do this, I believe, is to 
stop regarding older Americans as a burden and 
start regarding them as a resource for America. 

★★★ 

... I am particularly looking forward to the 
White House Conference on Aging later this year. 
. . . This conference promises new and fresh ideas. 
We want your ideas . . . 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
Social and Rehabilitation Service 
Administration on Aging 



/Tinless the American dream comes true for 
/our older generation, it cannot be complete 
(for any generation. 

* * * 

I When matters which affect the interests of 
older Americans are being discussed, I am 
determined that the voice of older Americans 
will be heard. 

* * * 

^ . . the entire Nation has a high stake in a 
better life for its older citizens simply because 
it needs them, It needs the resources which 
they alone can offer. 

We are speaking, after all, of a proven 
generation, one that has brought this country 
through the most turbulent period in human 
history. Its skills, its wisdom, its faith — these 
are among the most valuable resources this 
Nation possesses. 

* * * 

The time has come to stop talking about 
the impact of property taxes on older Ameri- 
cans and to act in their behalf . . . 
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The most important thing we can do tc 
hance the independence and self-relianc 
older Americans is to help them protect t 
income position. 


IP 


* % * 


I would encourage more of our older i - 
zens to remain active in the economic lift j 
our country . .. . Those who can work r ! 
want to work should not be discouraged fr ! 
working ... By reducing the barriers to wo 
we can increase the sense of participati i 
among older citizens and at the same time t 
their energies and experience more effy 
tively. *5 

* * * j 


In December 1971, I met with 3500 dell 
- gates to the White House Conference cj 
Aging. I told the delegates that I did n<J 
, want their recommendations to gather du| 

i on storeroom shelves.;,^ l 

] Since that time, 'we have b'eeri' Feviewfrii 
' those recommendations — and a number d 
: action steps have already been taken. For ex 
ample, we have increased the budget for tin 
Administration on Aging tenfold. I have 
signed into law a new national nutrition pro 
gram for older people. We are working to 
ensure that needed transportation services, 
are included in service projects for the elderly. 

* * * 

We plan to give special emphasis to serv-; 
ices that will help people live decent and, 
, dignified lives in their own homes — services 
■ such as home-health aides, homemaker and 
nutrition services, home-delivered meals 

I • ■ ' 




r 


) 


' 1 Thought that any older citizens — after a 
lifetime of service to their communities and 
’ country — may suffer from hunger or mal- 
nutrition is intolerable. . . . The time has 
come for marshalling all our resources in a 
comprehensive campaign to meet the nutri- 
tion needs of older Americans. 

* * * 

Programs, to involvc-older people in volun- 
tary service to others are growing. And we 
are moving with other, earlier efforts — such 
as our campaign to reform nursing home care 
and our program to provide hundreds of in- 
formation centers for older persons at the 
local level. 

T ' 

C_* * * 

^ The quality of life for older Americans 
depends to a large extent upon the respon- 
siveness of the marketplace to their special 
needs. It is estimated that elderly persons now 
spend over $60 billion for goods and services 
every year — and they will continue to spend 
billions more if my proposals for increasing 
their income are enacted. Our economy 
should be responsive to the needs of older 
Americans,. . . 

, ~? v ' . 
ofc >)< sjD 

We often hear these days about the "im- 
patience of youth.” But if we stop to think 
about the matter, it is the elderly who have 
the best reason to be impatient. As so many 
older Americans have candidly told me, "We 
simply do not have time to wait while the 
Government procrastinates. For us^the future 
is now.” I believe this same sense of urgency 
should characterize the Government's re- 
sponse to the concerns of the elderly. 



Excerpts from the President’s speech to the White 
House Conference on Aging, his special message to 
Congress on Older Americans, State of the Union 
Address, and Proclamation of Senior Citizens Mouth. 
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Evans Exhibit No. 21 

COMMITTEE FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 


MEMORANDUM 


MEMORANDUM 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


August 1 


6 ’ 1972 fVsrf 


FOR ARTHUR S. FLEMMING 

BERNARD VAN RENSSELAER 
VICKI KELLER 
BUD EVANS 


DAN TODD 
SECOND OA BROCHURE 




As you know, we are planning a second printed piece for 
distribution to the older voters in late September /early 
October. This will take the form of a six or eight panel 
folded brochure similar to those prepared by USG. 


Would you please review your files for material to be 
included in this piece along the following lines: 

1. New initiatives announced since our first brochure. 

2. Additional points we want to make not included in first 
brochure. 

3. Points we want to reemphasize. 

4. Posture of Administration vs. Congress. 

5. Pictures & quotes which should be used. 

/ 

Please have your ideas back to me by Monday, August 27th. 
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September 6, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR ELEANOR CALLAHAN 

FROM: DAN TODD 

SUBJECT: 2ND BROCHURE 

Will you please have these distributed as follows: 

(The3e arc to go to State Older American Chairmen, c/o State CREPs) 


California 

150, 000 

Total 
150, 000 

Florida 

50, 000 

200,000 

Illinois 

100, 000 

300, 000 

Indiana 

50, 000 

350, 000 

Michigan 

50,000 

400, 000 

Minne s ota 

25, 000 

425, 000 

Missouri 

50,000 

475,000 

New York 

150, 000 

625, 000 

New Jersey 

50, 000 

675, 000 

Connecticut 

I 

50,000 

725, 000 

Ohio 

1 65,000 

790, 000 

Pennsylvania 

100, 000 

890.000 

Texas 

50, 000 

940,000 

Virginia 

25,000 

965, 000 

Wisconsin 

1730 

25, 000 
10, 000 

990,000 
1,000, 000 


Wyoming 


o 



